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Immigration continues to be one of the most debated topics in the Finnish public discus-
sion as well as in the international forums.  The debate circles around humanitarian 
concerns related to human rights and well-being of immigrants on the one hand and 
around more utilitarian arguments on the costs of immigration and need for labor force 
on the other hand. Interestingly, however, within such different frameworks as humani-
tarian and utilitarian, the answers to the concerns can be surprisingly similar. An immi-
grant with a good job is not in need of public money in the form of social benefits and 
s/he also represents the young work force that is needed to pay taxes and balance the 
dependency ratio in an ageing society. At the individual level, there is strong evidence 
showing the adverse effects of job loss and unemployment on psychological and 
physical health as well as on family relations of unemployed individuals (Vinokur, 
Price, & Schul, 1995; Wanberg, Glomb, Song, & Sorenson, 2005). So, a good job also 
increases the social, psychological and economical wellbeing of an immigrant 
her/himself, irrespective of the need of the receiving society (Vinokur et al., 1995; 
Wanberg et al., 2005). Hence, employment can be viewed as an answer to both 
humanitarian and utilitarian concerns on immigration.   
However, there remains a problem on how to integrate immigrants on the labor market. 
Although the trend has been declining from three times higher (Toivanen et al., 2009), 
the unemployment rate of foreign nationals in Finland is still double as large as the rate 
for nationals (Tilastokeskus, 2010). Considering this, it is not surprising, that special 
reports have been produced to find solutions on the matter (Arajärvi, 2009; Toivanen et 
al., 2009). The papers by Arajärvi (2009) and Toivanen and colleagues (2009) review 
comprehensively literature on immigrant labor market integration in Finland. However, 
the focus is more on descriptive information than dynamic interventions. It is well 
known that for example bad labor market situation, modest language skills, recent 
arrival, or being either of African nationality or having refugee background are all 
factors that decrease the likelihood of finding employment (Arajärvi, 2009; Forsander, 
2002; T. Jaakkola, 2000; Toivanen et al., 2009). However, much less is known about 
how the process of labor market integration works (most of the research is cross-






Perhaps because of the lack of dynamic research it is often argued that the unemploy-
ment problem among the immigrants is due either to their lack of ability and skills or 
discrimination. Indeed, as argued by Vuori and Vesalainen (1999) labor authorities’ 
actions are often greatly guided by the Human Capital Theory (Fallon & Verry, 1988, 
ref. Vuori & Vesalainen, 1999), according to which education and work experience are 
the key elements of an individual’s “human capital” demanded in the labor market. 
Consequently, Finnish labor authorities offer a considerable amount of training for the 
unemployed. The main aim is to support reemployment, but there are conflicting views 
on the impact of these interventions on reemployment. Moreover, little attention has 
been paid to the impact of these interventions on the job search behavior of the 
unemployed. (Vuori & Vesalainen, 1999) 
However, in the field of social psychology of behavior change scholars argue that the 
best way of helping people to achieve their goals (e.g., finding employment) is to build 
up their sense of self-efficacy, alter their motivation or outcome expectances or help 
them to construct more detailed action and coping plans for achieving their goal. The 
idea of these theorists is that people do not lack skills as such, but incentive to actively 
look for opportunities and develop themselves. They know what they should do (e.g. 
write applications), but either cannot or do not see the point in making themselves to 
stick to this behavior. 
This thesis emerged from the curiosity to study interventions on immigrant integration. 
In the cross-cultural psychology, where immigration and integration have been studied 
extensively the focus of the research has traditionally not been on interventions. For this 
reason I brought a new framework (Health Action Process Approach, HAPA, 
Schwarzer, 2008) from health psychology to aide in picturing the process of behavior 
change in job search of unemployed immigrants.  
Since I was interested in studying interventions I contacted various institutions working 
with immigrants and providing various kinds of courses or counseling that can be 
described as interventions. My inquiries led me to an adult education center, Amiedu, 
where a new certificate (Working Life Certificate, WLC) to teach immigrants on labor 
market legislation and work culture was being developed. We agreed on conducting an 





results of the study could be used to further improve it. The WLC is described in more 
detail in the beginning of chapter 3. 
In this study the theories of the social psychology of behavior change (e.g., HAPA) are 
applied to explain why passing WLC exam does or does not have a beneficial effect on 
the prospects of getting employed (e.g. passing the exam boosts feeling of self-efficacy, 
which contributes to job searching behavior, which, in turn, leads to employment). This 
information can then be used in improving job search training, for example, by adding 
specific components to strengthen students’ self-efficacy. The concepts of acculturation 
and perceived discrimination from cross-cultural psychology and the social psychology 
of intergroup reltations, respectively, are used to study how different acculturation 
strategies (assimilation, bi-culturalism/integration, separation, or marginalization) are 
related to job search behavior and finding employment, and whether perceived 
discrimination moderates the relationship between job search behavior and finding 
employment. 
Next I will turn to the theoretical backgound of this study and take a closer look at the 
theories from acculturation, cross-cultural and social pscychology as well as the theories 
from the pscyhology of behavior change. The specific research questions will be 
outlined both in the immediate context of the related theories as well as in the end the 
whole chapter. The theoretical background is followed by the description of the study’s 
design, methods, measures and sample. Chapter four will present the results in the order 
of hypothesis outlined in the theoretical framework. The results, recommendations for 
future interventions, implications for theory development as well as the limitations of 
the study are discussed in the final chapter five. Additional information on results and 






2 Theoretical background 
This study aims to apply the literature on the social psychology of behavior change to 
the study of immigrants’ integration process. This study is conducted as a “natural 
experiment” where the impact of a new labor market intervention for unemployed 
immigrants (“Working Life Certificate”) will be assessed using quantitative survey with 
longitudinal design. By social psychology of behavior change it is referred to literature 
that studies how to make people change their behavior to more desired direction, for 
example to do more work applications, spend more hours looking for work, stop 
smoking, or eat more healthily. Theories of the social psychology of behavior  change 
are applied to explain why passing a working life certificate does or does not have a 
beneficial effect on the prospects of getting employed. This information can then be 
used in improving job search training. 
Immigrant integration has traditionally been studied in the field of accultration and 
other cross-cultural psychology (cultural change, cultural differences) on the one hand 
and the social psychology on intergroup relations on the other (perceived 
discrimination, intergroup attitudes, social identities). The concepts of acculturation and 
perceived discrimination are used to study how different acculturation strategies are 
related to job search behavior and finding employment, and whether perceived 
discrimination moderates the relationship between job search behavior and finding 
employment.  
These approaches have not been combined before with that of the social psychology of 
behavioral change, but such a combination carries considerable potential for developing 
social psychological knowledge in immigrant integration. This combination is also 
potentially valuable for those who are developing and producing integration 
interventions (e.g. different kinds of integration courses, counselling), as the 
acculturation psychology studies what kind of behavior produces ideal results, whereas 
the social psychology of behavioral change concentrates on how to get people act as 
desired. As pointed out by Bandura, “(t)he value of a theory is ultimately judged by the 
power of the methods it yields to effect changes” and a “theory that can be readily used 
to enhance human efficacy has much greater social utility than theories that provide 





(Bandura, 1997). However, in addition to producing changes, one also has to know what 
kind of change is desired. This latter question can be answered within acculturation 
psychology.   
In the literature on job search behavior and reemployment there is a gap regarding 
unemployed immigrants. I could find no single study on this topic. Most of the studies 
in this field are conducted with college students and job losers (Kanfer, Wanberg, & 
Kantrowitz, 2001), who are in a somewhat different positition as compared to 
unemployed immigrants. Hence, it is interesting to see if theories on behavioral change 
have validity also with people who have little experience of the targeted labor market 
and other barriers, like lack of language skills, cultural differences or discrimination. 
Also, there are quite a few studies on the importance of people’s beliefs on their 
professional skills (self-efficacy) and the positivity of their expectations about the 
outcomes of job search behavior (outcome expectances), but only a small number of 
studies measuring also job search skills (Kanfer et al., 2001). In this study, an attempt is 
made to assess also the importance of having detailed plans on how, where and when to 
search for employment (action planning) and how to cope with possibly arising 
difficulties during the job search (coping planning). 
 
2.1 Acculturation psychology 
Studies within social and cross-cultural psychology on immigrants encompass, inter 
alia, the description of different acculturation strategies, effects of perceived 
discrimination and cultural differences, and their relationship to individuals’ well-being 
(e.g. Berry, Phinney, Sam, & Vedder, 2006b; Jasinskaja-Lahti, Liebkind, Jaakkola, & 
Reuter, 2006; Ward, 2006).  
Perhaps the most well-known framework of acculturation is the one proposed by John 
Berry (Berry, 1997; Berry, 2006; Berry, 1990; Sam & Berry, 2006; Sam & Berry, 2010) 
(see Figure 1), but there are also others (Liebkind, 2001).  Generally speaking, 
acculturation models describe how immigrants choose between or combine their 
heritage culture and the culture of the country of immigration. Variations in the ways of 





marginalization. There are, however, differences in the extent to which models include 
attitudes, identities or behavior  (ibid.). Previously acculturation was seen as one-
dimensional, where immigrants lost their heritage culture while adopting the culture of 
the receiving society. Nowadays it is generally accpeted that acculturation is two-
dimensional (as, for example, in Berry’s model) implying that an immigrant can possess 
simultaneusly two identities (or have positive attitudes towards both groups or act 
according to the cultural habits of both cultures).   
Within acculturation research the most common finding is that integration is the most 
adaptive in several settings and is associated with better mental health and success in the 
labor market and school (Sam & Berry, 2010). In contrast, marginalization has been 
found to be the least adaptive (ibid.). This has been argued to be due to the fact that 
integration entails a form of double competence and availability of double resources 
from the two cultures, whereas marginalization entails little competence and social 












Figure 1. The acculturation framework (Berry, 1997, adapted from Figure 1, p. 10) 
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More recently researchers have focused on the impact of the properties of the receiving 
society on the adaptiveness of different acculturation strategies. It has been found that 
integration is more common and most functional in so called settler societies (e.g. 
Australia, Canada, United States) whereas in non-settler societies (e.g. France, 
Germany, Sweden, United Kingdom, Finland) integration was not as common and also 
the other strategies had some positive outcomes. (Sam & Berry, 2010.) 
Development or changes in acculturation strategies have not been studied extensively as 
it would require longitudinal research designs. Using the number of years since immi-
gration as indicator of time, Berry and colleagues (Sam & Berry, 2010) have found that 
marginalization was more common with the most recent arrivals whereas integration 
and assimilation were frequent among those with longer residence. Separation was, 
however, equally common in all groups of immigrants. This result could be interpreted 
as evidence that many immigrants move from marginalization towards integration or 
assimilation as time goes by. 
As outlined above, the general result from the acculturation research is that the 
integration strategy is the most beneficial one. Intergration, however, may be carried out 
with different intensities within the domains of work and family as people “adopt quite 
a lot and keep only a little in some domains and acquire only a little and keep quite a lot 
in others” (Navas, Rojas, García, & Pumares, 2007). The relative acculturation 
extended model (RAEM) developed by Navas and colleagues (2005, 2007) proposes 
that immigrants develop behavior appropriate for  integrating or even assimilating in the 
more materialistic domains (e.g., work and economic), while their behavior patterns 
approach separation as they shift to more symbolic or ideological domains (e.g. 
religious beliefs and customs, ways of thinking, principles and values). There are still 
relatively few studies specifying the relative importance of different acculturation 
strategies in different life domains, but this model has been supported by studies by 
Navas and colleagues (2007). Also, the results obtained by Berry and colleagues (Berry, 
Phinney, Sam, & Vedder, 2006a) are in line with the idea of the contextuality of 
acculturation: among immigrant youth from various countries assimilation contributed 
positively to sociocultural adaptation (school) and separation to psychological 





 It is thus hypothesized that adoption of Finnish work culture at T1 is associated 
with successful employment at T3.  
In previous research with immigrants the functionality of separation as acculturation 
strategy has been associated with social support, which further contributes to psycho-
logical health (Branscombe et al., 1999). Because the focus of this study is on socio-
cultural adaptation (employment), psychological health is not measured and thus cannot 
be studied. However, in studies with a non-immigrant population (Wanberg et al., 1996) 
social support has been found to be an important predictor of job search behavior during 
unemployment. Hence, as the source of social support is often family, there is reason to 
expect that the acculturation strategy chosen in the family context might be connected 
also to labor market integration. Although it has not been in the focus of previous 
research, social support received from the family might be of importance during 
unemployment and job search.  
Acculturation may also be either preferred or actually adopted (Navas et al., 2005). As 
there is very little research on the differences between actually adopted and ideally 
preferred strategies, it is not yet clear whether it is the preference or the actual adoption 
of a certain strategy that will lead to the desired outcome. In the study by Navas an 
colleagues (2007) the only difference was in the domain of social relations where 
immigrants had adopted a separation strategy but actually would have preferred 
integration. Larger differences were observed in the perceived and preferred strategies 
by natives who where asked how they perceived the acculturation strategies adopted by 
immigrants and what strategies they would have preferred thme to adopt. It is the aim of 
this study to shed light on this question with regard to labor market integration.  
 It is thus hypothesized that the positive relationship between adoption (or 
desire to adapt) of Finnish work culture and success in the labor market is 
moderated by maintenance (or desire to maintain) of the country of origin 
family culture so that the relationship is stronger among those people who 
have maintained (or wish to maintain) the country of origin family culture. 
 It is explored if actually adopted and ideally preferred (desired) strategies 





In the relationship between how immigrants acculturate and how well they adapt, the 
role of discrimination is important. There is evidence that acculturation strategies are 
linked to discrimination, with those experiencing high discrimination more likely to 
prefer separation, whereas those experiencing less discrimination prefer integration or 
assimilation (Sam & Berry, 2010). This may be explained by reciprocity in mutual 
attitudes: If immigrants experience rejection from the society of settlement, then they 
are more likely to reject them in return (Jasinskaja‐Lahti, Liebkind, & Solheim, 2009), 
perhaps in order to protect oneself from discrimination (Jasinskaja-Lahti et al., 2006). 
Experiences of discrimination are regrettable, because they affect the psychological 
health of immigrants (ibid.) and if they lead to the adoption of separation as an 
acculturation strategy, leading successful life in the public sphere (work, education) will 
be more difficult. 
Immigrants’ experiences of discrimination have been studied also in Finland. In a study 
by Jasinskaja-Lahti, Liebkind and Vesala (2002) 50% of immigrants reported having 
experienced recruitment discrimination. In another study by Jaakkola (2000) 64% of 
immigrants in Finland experienced that being of foreign nationality or having another 
religion (20%) made getting employment more difficult. Also, in the study of Syrjä and 
Valtakari (2008) on Roma (gypsies) in Finland 40% reported experiences of dis-
crimination in recruitment. For comparison, 14% of members of sexual minorities 
reported  experiences of discrimination (Mustola & Vanhala, 2004) and in a study on 
the general population (not minority specific) in Finland in 2003 and 2008 (Lehto & 
Sutela, 2008) only 9% of women, 3% of men, 5% of older and 9% of younger 
respondents had experienced discrimination in recruitment. Thus, it is very probable 
that immigrants (and other minorities as well) experience discrimination when applying 
for work in Finland. Although these results concern experiences of discrimination, it is 
also probable that at least some of the experiences are “real” also by the legal definition 
of discrimination, and affect the likelihood of an immigrant to get a positive response to 
their work application (Aalto, Larja, & Liebkind, 2010). Because of this, it is important 
to take discrimination into account when studying immigrants’ labor market position. 






 Hence, it is expected that perceived discrimination moderates the relation-
ship between job search behavior and labor market status (as employed vs. 
unemployed) so that job search behavior influences labor market status only 
if there is no or low perceived discrimination. 
 
2.2 The social psychology of behavior  change 
As temporality has become an integral part of contemporary working life, there has also 
emerged a literature on job search and employment. In the only meta-analysis of this 
field, Kanfer, Wanberg and Kantrowitz (2001) have divided the different theory driven 
predictors of job search behavior and reemployment into the following categories: 
personality variables; generalized expectancy variables; self-evaluation variables; 
motive variables; social variables; and job search variables. For the purposes of this 
study it was attempted to include all relevant variables, but for practical reasons some of 
them had to be excluded. Personality variables are excluded although they are good 
predictors of reemployment outcomes, because personality traits are not easily change-
able through simple interventions. Motivation is not discussed, because the scale used 
proved to be unreliable and cannot be used in the analyses. Expectancy variables will be 
discussed in the section on outcome expectancy theory (chapter 2.2.2), and self-
evaluation variables in the section on social cognitive theory (chapter 2.2.1). Social 
support was already discussed in the context of acculturation (in the private domain, see 
chapter 2.1). A job search variable is included in the study, but because it is not related 
to any theory, it is discussed only in the method section (chapter 3.3.2). In addition, 
action and coping planning are not included in Kanfer et al.’s (2001) categorization but 
are included in this study and is discussed in chapter 2.2.3. 
The different theoretical elements presented in chapters 2.2.1-2.2.5 are included in the 
Health Action Process Model (HAPA, Schwarzer, 2008), which constitutes as the main 






2.2.1 Self-efficacy & Social Cognitive Theory 
Social cognitive theory explains human psychological functioning in terms of the 
interaction between behavior, cognitive and other personal factors, and environmental 
events. These three factors interact as determinants of each other in a process known as 
triadic reciprocal causation (Bandura, 1997). People are thus both producers and 
products of social systems. Social structures do impose constrains and provide resources 
for personal development and everyday functioning, but there is also much personal 
variation in their interpretation, enforcement, adoption, circumvention, or active oppo-
sition. Moreover, also social structures are created by humans. Thus, there is much 
agency, that is, intentional action, in human behavior. People try to control events that 
affect their lives in order to realize desired futures and forestall undesired ones. Among 
the mechanisms of agency, Social Cognitive Theory highlights the importance of beliefs 
of personal efficacy. Unless people believe they can produce desired effects by their 
actions, they have little incentive to act. Efficacy beliefs, therefore, are a major basis of 
action. (Bandura, 1997.) 
Perceived self-efficacy refers to people's beliefs about their capabilities to produce 
designated levels of performance that exercise influence over events that affect their 
lives (Bandura, 1994, p. 71). People with a strong sense of self-efficacy set themselves 
difficult goals because they believe they can achieve them. They also maintain strong 
commitment to their goals and heighten and sustain their efforts in the face of failure 
and quickly recover their sense of efficacy after setbacks, attributing failure to insuffi-
cient effort or deficient knowledge. Such an efficacious outlook produces personal 
accomplishments and lowers vulnerability to depression. In contrast, people who doubt 
their capabilities shy away from difficult tasks which they view as personal threats. 
They have weak commitment to the goals they choose to pursue and give up quickly in 
the face of difficulties. They are slow to recover their sense of efficacy following set-
backs and fall easily victim to stress and depression. (Bandura, 1994.) 
Beliefs of personal efficacy play a key role in career development and pursuits. Profes-
sional self-efficacy refers to the belief that one can successfully perform the required 
tasks in one’s occupation. The higher the perceived efficacy to fulfill educational 
requirements and job functions, the wider the range of career options people seriously 





variations in actual ability, prior level of academic achievement, and vocational interests 
are controlled for. For example, perceived mathematical efficacy contributes more 
significantly to educational and career choices than does the amount of mathematical 
preparation in high school, level of mathematical ability and past achievement, and 
anxiety over mathematical activities (Hackett & Betz, 1989, ref. Bandura, 1997, 423). 
Thus, it is not the mathematical skills per se but the beliefs of personal efficacy in 
mathematics that shape academic performance and career choices. (Bandura, 1997, 
423.) 
In the case of immigrant integration, this process is important as stereotypic immigrant 
occupations are often low-status professions, and this stereotype is easily absorbed from 
the mass media and society at large, the family, and also from the teachers and social 
workers who advise immigrants in their integration plans. Minority students generally 
have a low sense of self-efficacy for scientific and technological careers requiring 
quantitative skills, and many have insufficient preparatory course work in mathematics 
and physical sciences. The combined influence of low academic expectations and 
downgrading of scientific aspirations in the student’s schooling, deficient academic 
preparation, lack of occupational role models and support systems for pursuits in 
scientific and technological fields, and social barriers in opportunity structures will 
constrain perceived occupational efficacy in various minorities. A disproportionately 
high percentage of disadvantaged minorities of high ability are as a consequence of their 
socially stigmatized status misplaced in low academic tracks with watered-down curri-
cula that leave them ineligible for higher education. (Dornbusch, 1994, ref. Bandura, 
1997, 245.)  
It has been shown that while unemployed, people experience more anxiety and have 
worse mental health (McKee-Ryan, Song, Wanberg, & Kinicki, 2005). During this kind 
of difficult phases it would be particularly important to enhance positive self-evaluation 
(such as self-efficacy). Indeed, individual differences in self-efficacy (and other related 
concepts, such as self-esteem) have been associated with higher levels of coping and 
adjustment in a variety of stressful situations, including unemployment and job search 
(Wanberg et al., 2005). 
Efficacy beliefs are essential also for jobseekers’ ability to conduct effective job 





ties and promise. Job search self-efficacy refers to the belief that one can successfully 
perform specific job search behaviors and obtain employment (Zikic & Saks, 2009). 
Several studies (e.g. the meta-analysis by Kanfer et al., 2001) provide evidence that 
perceived efficacy predicts successful reemployment. Moreover, it was found that job 
search behavior predicted reemployment in the follow-up period only for those with 
high efficacy beliefs. Presumably individuals who approached the employment problem 
with confidence in their capability to find a job were able to ferret out job opportunities 
and present themselves sufficiently well to gain job offers. (Bandura, 1997, 429) Also, it 
was found in a longitudinal study on career success that after controlling for discipline, 
GPA at Master’s level, and gender, occupational self-efficacy measured at career entry 
had positive impact on salary change and career satisfaction seven years later (Abele & 
Spurk, 2009). 
Self-efficacy is sometimes associated with individualism. Thus, this measure is 
criticized for being inappropriate for use in collectivistic cultures. This is an important 
criticism as the participants in this study include individuals from various cultures, 
including collectivistic cultures. According to Bandura (1997), however, this criticism is 
wrong, as group pursuits, which are typical for collectivistic cultures, are no less 
demanding of personal efficacy than individual pursuits, which are typical for 
individualistic cultures (Bandura, 1997, 32). In order to achieve social status as a group 
member one has to feel equally self-efficacious to perform behavior that is valued in the 
group as when performing behavior to be valued as an individual. According to 
Bandura’s research results, it appears that the sense of personal efficacy operates 
similarly across gender, ethnicity, and social class. For example, efficacy beliefs are 
equally predictive of the career choice exhibited by white college students and minority 
students who differ strikingly in educational development, age, socioeconomic status, 
and geographical mobility. (Bandura, 1997, 437.) Yet cultural universality of the 
functional value of self-efficacy does not mean that it is culture-free. Cultural values 
and practices affect how efficacy beliefs are developed, the purpose to which they are 
put and the way in which they are best exercised in particular cultural milieus. 
(Bandura, 1997, 32.)  
People’s self-conceptions, including perceived self-efficacy and identities, are quite 





people want to feel positive about themselves (Social Identity Theory: Tajfel, Billig, 
Bundy, & Flament, 1971; Tajfel & Turner, 1986), they also strive for continuity. 
Although there is situational flexibility in feelings of self-efficacy (e.g., after a 
successful contract you might feel exceptionally competent in your job), people have a 
strong need for continuity.  Stability is produced by self-confirming biases in cognitive 
processes through which consistent information about one’s abilities or characteristics is 
considered as further evidence of the correctness of one’s beliefs, whereas 
disconfirming information is either discounted, forgotten or attributed to unsuitable 
circumstances (Bandura, 1997, p. 82). For example, in a study by Swann et al. (1987, p. 
400) it was demonstrated that people with negative self-views convince themselves that 
unfavorable feedback is desirable because it is trustworthy and predictable. These biases 
also tend to turn into self-fulfilling prophecies: those with high self-efficacy continue to 
believe in their capabilities even after a few failures (and then eventually succeed and 
get confirmation for their belief), whereas someone having a very weak sense of self-
efficacy will not invest much in her attempt to achieve something and will give up 
immediately after the first set-back (and thus, of course, fail, and confirm the belief in 
inefficacy).  
However, self-efficacy is also rather malleable and it can be affected by various 
interventions. The forms of intervention can be divided in four categories: mastery 
experiences; social modeling; verbal persuasion; and physiological and affective 
(emotional) states (Bandura 1997, 79). The most effective way of creating a strong 
sense of efficacy is through mastery experiences. An easy way to produce mastery expe-
riences is to divide a task to smaller parts that are more easily achievable. For example, 
in a program designed to get minority students into college a course on critical thinking 
was arranged. The course was arranged by a local university but it was easy enough for 
the students to perform it well. By confirming a high level of scholastic efficacy, this 
program substantially increased minority student enrolment in colleges. (Bandura, 1997, 
438.) Guided mastery has been used successfully also in interventions with laid-off 
workers (Eden & Aviram, 1993; Vinokur et al., 1991, ref. Bandura, 1997, 429). 
The second way of creating and strengthening self-beliefs of efficacy is through the 
successful provision of social models, who show that the task is possible to accomplish 





important that the model is perceived to be similar to oneself, since otherwise it does not 
serve as a proper source of information. (Bandura, 1997) For example, a person with 
immigrant background observing a native accomplish successfully a difficult test may 
not feel sufficiently similar to the model and hence the model may not be able to raise 
the person’s self-efficacy. This is important as the way in which a society is structured 
and socially differentiated along age, gender, ethnic, and socioeconomic lines largely 
determines the types of models to which its members have ready access (Bandura, 1997, 
p. 93). Other interventions include videotaped self-modeling where people are shown a 
videotape of their performance which is edited to appear as more successful than in 
reality or cognitive self-modeling where people are asked to visualize in their mind 
repeatedly themselves as mastering progressively more challenging situations (Bandura, 
1997, p. 95).  
Social persuasion is a third way of strengthening people's self-efficacy. People who are 
persuaded that they possess the capabilities to master given tasks are likely to mobilize 
greater effort and sustain it when difficulties arise. This of course means that the 
persuasion should be based on realistic grounds (not telling people to try impossible 
things) since repeated failures will only produce skepticism as the personal experiences 
always run counter to what one has been told. (Bandura, 1995; Bandura, 1997, 101-
106.) 
The fourth way of modifying self-beliefs of efficacy is to reduce people's stress 
reactions and alter their (negative) interpretations of their physical states. People who 
have a high sense of efficacy are likely to view their state of affective arousal as an 
energizing facilitator of performance, whereas those who are beset by self-doubts regard 
their arousal as a debilitator. (Bandura, 1994.) For example, someone arriving to final 
exam interpreting her racing heart to the fact that she just rushed up a set of stairs is less 
likely to doubt her capabilities to manage the exam situation than someone else who 
attributes her pounding heart as a sign of distress. Also, recalling of positive memories 
(e.g., romantic experiences) can better the performance, as positive mood induced by 
memories makes salient also other positive memories (e.g., a previous successful 
interview), which then raises the feeling of self-efficacy. (Bandura, 1997, 107-113.) 
Based on this literature it is not clear whether the Working Life Certificate has 





primarily based on increasing the level of knowledge among the participants, which is 
theoretically irrelevant from the point of view of strengthening self-efficacy. However, 
according to the WLC study material (Amiedu, 2011), “(t)he feeling of mastering one‟s 
surroundings is strengthened…when immigrants…receive information about working 
life and legislation”.  WLC does not include components of social modeling in the form 
of, for example, stories of other successful immigrants. Neither does it include verbal 
persuasion regarding participants’ skills and abilities or attempts to change negative 
attributions of physical stress reactions. However, passing the exam successfully and 
receiving a diploma for that may function as a mastery experience and so affect 
participants’ sense of self-efficacy. 
 Hence, two hypotheses are made. It its hypothesized that the knowledge in 
Finnish work culture and labor legislation (measured as WLC exam score) 
predicts positive change in the sense of self-efficacy and that also mastery 
experience in the form of passing the WLC exam (and receiving a diploma) 
predicts positive change in the sense of self-efficacy 
 
2.2.2 Outcome expectancy theories 
According to expectancy-valence theories, motivation and performance is jointly 
influenced by the expectancy that behaving in a particular way will lead to a given out-
come and the desirability of that outcome (Atkinson, 1964; Feather, 1982; Vroom, 
1964; ref. Bandura, 1997, p. 19, 125). People act on their beliefs about what they can do 
as well as their beliefs about the likely effects of various actions (Bandura, 1997, 126). 
Thus, whether an immigrant will engage in vigorous job searching, is dependent on both 
whether s/he thinks s/he is able to write a good application (self-efficacy) and whether 
writing a good application will eventually lead to employment (outcome expectancy).  
The difference between self-efficacy and outcome expectances is that the former refers 
to beliefs about whether one can produce certain actions, while the latter refers to 
beliefs about whether actions affect outcomes (Bandura, 1997, 20). The concepts are 
related but describe different phenomena. As can be seen from Figure 3, depending on 
the positivity vs. negativity of a person’s efficacy beliefs and outcome expectances, the 





outcome expectances will engage in productive activities since they believe both that 
they have the necessary skills for performing the given activity and that the activity will 
produce the desired outcome. In contrast, someone with positive efficacy beliefs but 
negative outcome expectances believes that s/he can perform the activity, but that the 
activity is unlikely to produce the desired outcome. This situation may lead to protest or 
leaving the environment for another more responsive milieu. Those with positive 
outcome expectances but negative efficacy beliefs will feel bad about themselves since 
they believe that they are lacking the capabilities to perform actions that would bring 
them the desired outcomes. Finally, those with both negative efficacy beliefs and 
negative outcome expectances feel apathetic as they believe neither in their capacities to 
perform the needed actions, nor that these actions would bring about the changes that 









Figure 2. The effects of different patterns of efficacy beliefs and performance outcome 
expectances on behavior and affective states (Bandura, 1997, 20) 
It has been found that in many areas of human behavior (e.g. academic attainment, 
health behavior, and occupational performance) where performance determines the out-
come, efficacy beliefs account for most of the variance in expected outcomes. However, 
in social circumstances where certain social groups (e.g. sex, age, race) are rigidly 
segregated, expected outcomes become independent of efficacy beliefs as no level of 


































comes. (Bandura, 1997, p. 24.) As immigrants are a segregated group in the labor 
market it is important to assess both efficacy beliefs and outcome expectances sepa-
rately with regard to getting employment. 
Attributions (Heider, 1958, p. 99) are very closely related to outcome expectances. The 
most common division of attributions is the one between internal and external 
attributions (ibid.). These are differently related to the sense of self-efficacy:  attribution 
of failure to internal causes (e.g. ability) is likely to have more negative effects for the 
sense of self-efficacy than attribution to external causes (e.g. discrimination). Another 
conceptual division that has been made is that between attribution to ability and 
attribution to effort: if one’s failure is attributed to the lack of skills instead of lack of 
effort, one is less likely to try again (and harder) than when the situation is reversed 
(Bandura, 1997, 123). However, it is risky to design interventions promoting the use of 
certain types of attributions, because telling people who lack the skills for certain 
assignment that their failure is due to the lack of effort will only be demoralizing. 
Moreover, the systematic promotion of external attribution in order to prevent the 
negative effects of failure will also destroy the beneficial effect of internal (ability) 
attribution in the case of unexpected success. (ibid. p. 125.) 
 
2.2.3 Plans, goals and behavioral intentions   
According to the theory of planned behavior an individual’s intention to engage in a 
behavior is the main predictor of the behavior in question (Ajzen, 1991). For example, 
in a longitudinal study on career success it was found that career advancement goals at 
career entry had positive impact on status change after seven years (Abele & Spurk, 
2009). This relationship has been found generally in research on the theory of planned 
behavior and job search (Zikic & Saks, 2009).  
The concepts of goals and behavior intentions are sometimes used synonymously (e.g. 
Zikic & Saks, 2009). Goals are also an integral part of social cognitive theory. However, 
they operate largely through other mechanisms (self-efficacy, prospective self-
satisfaction derived from fulfilling valued standards) rather than directly. For example, 
the more strongly people believe that they can meet challenging goals, the more they 





theory, perceived efficacy is a major mechanism through which goals affect motivation 
and performance (Bandura, 1997, p. 461). 
In the job search literature, goals have been described also under the concpet of job 
search clarity (Zikic & Saks, 2009), which refers to the extent to which job seekers 
have clear job search objectives and a clear idea of the type of career, work, or job 
desired. Job seekers who lack job search clarity may spend more time exploring 
different options and contemplating the future, thus reducing the intensity of their job 
search.  
The concpetualization of job search clarity comes close to the definition of action and 
coping plannning. In the field of psychology on health behavior, behavioral intentions 
are referred to as action and coping planning (Sniehotta, Schwarzer, Scholz, & Schuz, 
2005; Sniehotta, Scholz, & Schwarzer, 2006). Construction of a detailed action plan on 
where, when, how and with whom to engage in the given behavior links the behavior to 
various situations, people and locations. These links will then allow automatic 
activation of an action plan as a consequence of emergence of environmental cues. For 
example, a plan to give my CV for proofreading to a friend on Monday evening at 
Robert’s Coffee reminds of itself everytime when hearing the friends name or talking 
about plans on Monday evening or passing by Robert’s Coffee. The unconscious 
activation of the plan, in turn, makes behavior more automatic and reduces the need for 
self-regulation. After having agreed on the date and place with my friend I will 
automatically, without huge efforts, reject all other invitations and make my way to 
Robert’s Coffee on Monday. Without such a detailed plan I most likely would forget to 
show the CV to my friends when meeting them in various contexts. Accordingly, the 
research shows that people who make detailed action plans engange in the given 
behavior more often than the people who have not constructed such plans (Sniehotta et 
al., 2005).  
A related concept to action planning is coping planning. Coping planning refers to plans 
people make for situations, where the risk of failure in implementation of the action 
plan is particularly large. For example, “in case my Internet breaks down, I will go to 
the library to search through job ads”. Similarly to action plans, linking potentially risky 
situations with appropriate behavior makes the actual implementation of this behavior 





situation and the behavior has been constructed already beforehand. In studies on health 
behavior it has been found that women who had less coping plans were more likely to 
skip going to the gym when they were tired, busy, etc., as compared to women who had 
done more coping plans (Sniehotta et al., 2005).  
Also in the literature on goals, it has been shown that the predictive power of goals, 
increases as the they become more specified (“find employment” vs. “send this 
application now”) and when they include also coping plans (“plan B”) for situations 
where the first behavior does not provide the desired outcome (Ziegelman et al., 2007). 
Goals also need to be proximate, rather than distal (ibid.). Defined like this, goals seem 
to be more or less the same thing as action and coping planning or job search clarity. In 
the process model for behavior change (Schwarzer, 2008), goals have, however, been 
described as more general intentions, whereas action and coping planning refers to more 
specified intentions. Later in this study the terms action and coping planning are used to 
highlight the need for detailed behavioral intentions. 
 
2.2.4 The relative importance of different predictors of labor market 
integration 
There is a considerable debate on the relative contribution of different predictors of 
human behavior in general and career development in particular. In a meta-analysis of 
different theory-driven antecedents of job search behavior Kanfer, Wanberg, and 
Kantrowitz (2001) found that extroversion and consciousness (personality traits), 
employment commitment (willingness to pursue an occupation even without a financial 
need for working), self-efficacy, self-esteem, social support for job search, and a finan-
cial need to find employment were the strongest predictors of job search behavior (see 
Table 1). For the results involving samples with new labor market entrants only (a 
typical situation for new immigrants), self-esteem and employment commitment 
emerged as significant predictors, except for personality traits which were again the 
strongest predictors. Although personality traits were stronger predictors than self-
evaluation antecedents in Kanfer’s and colleagues’ analysis, personality traits have been 
disregarded in this study because they cannot be easily changed and thus are not suitable 







Meta-analysis results on antecedents of job search behavior (modified from Table 2, 
Kanfer et al., 2001) 






Extroversion .46* 1 733 
Neuroticism -.07* 2 603 
Openness .27* 1 099 
Agreeableness .15* 1 099 
Consciousness .38* 5 433 
Generalized expec-
tancy antecedents 
Locus of control .05* 2 283 
Optimism -.04 1260 
Self-evaluation 
antecedents 
Self-esteem .25* 3 887 
Self-efficacy .27* 10 020 
Motive antecedent Financial need .21* 3 622 
Employment 
commitment 
.29* 3 319 
Social antecedents Social support .24* 4 099 
Biographical 
antecedents 
Age -.06* 7 816 
Gender .05* 8 860 
Education .12* 7 867 
Race -.05* 4 954 
Job tenure -.15* 2 224 
Notes: * = p < .05;  ** = p < .01 
 
The results for prediction of employment outcomes (employment status, number of job 
offers, and duration of unemployment) in Kanfer’s and colleagues’ meta-analysis re-
vealed a somewhat different pattern. Here the personality traits were playing a 
considerably smaller role whereas social support was the strongest predictor, followed 
by self-efficacy and self-esteem. However, for the results involving samples with new 
labor market entrants only, the only significant predictor was gender, implying that 
finding employment was much harder for women. Also in other areas than job search 
                                                 
 
1
 The personality traits presented here are part of the well-known “Big Five” –model (also known as Five Factor 
Model or as the Global Factors of personality). Extraversion contrasts such traits as talkativeness, assertiveness and 
activity level with traits such as silence, passivity and reserve. Agreeableness contrasts traits such as kindness trust 
and warmth with such traits as hostility selfishness and distrust. Conscientiousness contrasts such traits as 
organization thoroughness and reliability with traits such as carelessness, negligence and unreliability. Neuroticism 
includes such traits as nervousness, moodiness and temperamentality and openness contrasts such traits as 





there is a general tendency for psychological antecedents to be more strongly related to 
behavior than to the desired outcomes of the behavior. This seems reasonable, as the 
outcomes will be determined also by the environment, to which the individual may not 
have much influence. 
Comparisons between efficacy beliefs and outcome expectances have been one of the 
centers of interest for researchers (Bandura, 1997, 426). According to Bandura, results 
from this research suggest that they both predict occupational interest, but self-efficacy 
is stronger. Bandura’s view is supported by the results from Kanfer et al. (2001), as in 
the meta-analysis the generalized expectancy antecedents (which are more or less equal 
to outcome expectances) were a considerably weaker predictor as compared to self-
efficacy.  
There are, however, exceptions: in a study (Wanberg, Watt, & Rumsey, 1996) 
comparing the relative importance of job seeking self-efficacy, employment commit-
ment (willingness to engage in one’s work even without any financial need for it), con-
sciousness (personality trait), social support for job search, economic hardship (financial 
situation) and unemployment negativity (unwillingness to be unemployed), only social 
support for job search emerged as a significant predictor for reemployment. Also, in a 
recent study by Zikic and Saks (2009), self-efficacy was not significant predictor of job 
search intensity, but job search intention and clarity (close to the formulation of action 
planning in this study) were. Thus, in contrast to the results reported by Bandura (1997), 
self-efficacy has not always been found to predict job search or reemployment 
outcomes.  
 Thus, it is explored which ones of the following predictors of job search 
behavior and labor market status emerge as the strongest ones: career self-
efficacy, outcome expectances, action planning, or coping planning 
 
2.2.5 Theory based labor market interventions 
It has been a widely cited wisdom in the field of social psychology for already over 60 
years that “nothing is as practical as a good theory” (Lewin, 1945).  Yet the 





question of how to apply these great theories in their work: “Existing literature, appro-
priate theories, and additional research data are basic tools for any health educator; 
but often it is unclear how and where these should be used in program planning.” 
(Bartholomew, Parcel, Kok, & Gottlieb, 2006, p. 4) 
It is regrettably common that studies describe only relationships between different pre-
dictors of job search and reemployment, but completely ignore the question what the 
social workers or unemployed people can do to improve their lot (Zikic & Saks, 2009). 
There are, however, notable exceptions of researchers (Abraham & Michie, 2008; 
Bandura, 1997; Bartholomew et al., 2006; Eden & Aviram, 1993; Rollnick, Miller, & 
Butler, 2008; Ryn & Vinokur, 1992; Schwarzer, 2008; Shirom, Vinokur, & Price, 2008; 
Sniehotta et al., 2006; Vinokur et al., 1995; Vuori, Silvonen, Vinokur, & Price, 2002) 
developing theory-based interventions and studying how to change things for better, and 
not just identifying risk and protecting factors.  
One of the most eminent intervention studies in the field of reemployment interventions 
is the JOBS-intervention developed by Vinokur, Price and their associates (Caplan, 
Vinokur, Price, & Van Ryn, 1989; Vinokur et al., 1995; Vinokur, Schul, Vuori, & Price, 
2000) at the University of Michigan. These researchers constructed an intervention 
called “JOBS”, which consisted of a 5-10 day seminar to teach strategies and skills 
needed in effective job search covering also several components designed to enhance 
self-esteem, locus of control, job search self-efficacy, and coping planning to counter 
setbacks. The intervention was conducted twice (1986, 1991) in the USA with 
altogether 1801 unemployed participants (Vinokur et al., 1995; Vinokur et al., 2000), 
and once in Finland with 1227 participants, with the name “Työhön” (“Let‟s get to 
work” or “In to work”) (Vuori et al., 2002; Vuori & Silvonen, 2005).  
For all the three interventions the design was the same. The experimental group 
attended a job search seminar that included components to teach participants job 
searching skills and coping planning (see chapter 2.2.3), change their outcome expec-
tances (see chapter 2.2.2), and enhance their sense of self-efficacy (see chapter 2.2.1). 
Self-efficacy was manipulated through mastery experiences (learning and practicing job 
searching skills), social modeling (the instructors were former unemployed persons who 
had successfully found work) and social persuasion (the instructors provided encou-





pulated by underscoring that the outcomes of job search were dependent both on the 
individuals themselves as well as the environment (economic situation, etc.). Coping 
planning was taught to help the participant overcome unsuccessful attempts to find 
employment. The control group did not take part in the seminar but received brief 
booklets on job searching skills.  
The results showed that in the case of the U.S.-experiments (Vinokur et al., 1995; 
Vinokur et al., 2000), the interventions were highly effective and the participants in the 
experimental group were more likely to find employment, have higher monthly income 
and report better psychological health. This effect persisted over two years after the 
interventions (Vinokur et al., 2000). In the Finnish replication, however, no immediate 
effect on the reemployment status was found (Vuori et al., 2002), but after a two-year 
follow-up the participants in the experimental group were more likely to be either 
employed or in vocational training (Vuori & Silvonen, 2005). The intervention had a 
positive effect on mental health in both countries, especially for high risk individuals, 
meaning that the respondents who had initially low levels of job search self-efficacy and 
motivation benefited most from the intervention. 
The difference in the effectiveness of the interventions was attributed to the differences 
in sampling and to different labor-market conditions and social security system. The 
Finnish sample consisted of long-term unemployed whereas the participants in the U.S. 
experiments were more recently unemployed. In Finland also the economic situation of 
a recently unemployed is relatively secure (unemployment benefits for ~23 months, 
~65% of previous earnings) as compared to the benefit system in the U.S. (only ~6 
months, ~65% of previous earnings).  
These kinds of intervention studies are indisputably valuable. They help practitioners 
design the kinds of interventions that are most effective and give greatest value for the 
money invested in them. The implementation of the JOBS/Työhön! -interventions was 
also praiseworthy: the selection and sampling procedure was thorough, and the sample 
was representative and remarkably large. However, as pointed out by Vinokur and 
colleagues themselves (1995, 71), “(t)he mechanisms by which JOBS II increased the 
likelihood of reemployment remain unclear”. With regard to the previously discussed 
literature on the relative importance of different factors predicting reemployment, the 





vention to manipulate self-efficacy, outcome expectances, and coping planning as well 
as the factual job searching skills, it is impossible to tell which one of these components 
played the most significant role with regard to reemployment.  
In the studies described above, it would have been possible to measure the self-esteem, 
self-efficacy, locus of control, and sense of mastery separately prior and after the 
intervention, and subsequently track the individual effect of each of these predictors on 
reemployment. These data would have clarified the mechanism through which the 
intervention worked (or did not work). However, Vinokur and colleagues combined all 
the predictors into the same measurement, as a reflection of the messiness and overlap 
of the concepts in the literature (Vinokur et al, 2000, 35). This decision was unfortunate, 
since combining the measures is more likely to increase the confusion in the field than 
to help researchers direct their efforts to the most important predictors. Furthermore, to 
make the intervention more effective one would need to know which components were 
most essential, i.e. were they those aimed at improving job search strategies or those 
designed to enhance self-efficacy? For this reason, in the study for this thesis the 
concepts were measured separately. 
In another intervention by Eden and Aviram (1993), and in contrary to the JOBS 
intervention, only one factor, namely general self-efficacy, was manipulated. In this 
randomized field experiment 66 unemployed persons attended 8 job search workshops 
in a period of 2 ½ weeks. Self-efficacy was manipulated by mastery experiences in 
small exercises, by social modeling through video clips, and by social persuasion 
through encouragement offered by the trainer and peers. It was found that the interven-
tion boosted the self-efficacy of the participants in the experimental conditions (but not 
in the control condition) and that the increase was related to higher levels of job search 
activity among those who originally had lower levels of job search behavior. In other 
words, those having initially a high sense of self-efficacy did not benefit from the inter-
vention, but those having initially a low sense of self-efficacy did and were more likely 
to find employment if they were assigned to the experimental (vs. control) condition. 
This result is consistent with the results from JOBS/Työhön! –interventions (Vinokur et 
al., 1995; Vinokur et al., 2000; Vuori et al., 2002; Vuori & Silvonen, 2005) where the 
greatest benefit of the intervention was also for the participants having low levels of 





This finding is crucial, since it demonstrates that an intervention is able to break “a 
vicious circle” of negative self-fulfilling prophecies by boosting the self-efficacy of the 
most vulnerable participants. This finding has also important methodological conse-
quences; had the authors not looked for moderated effects (level of self-efficacy x expe-
rimental condition) on employment status, they would have found no effect, because the 
main effect alone was not significant.  Also other more recent studies (Brown, Cober, 
Kane, Levy, & Shalhoop, 2006; Cote, Saks, & Zikic, 2006; Moynihan, Roehling, 
LePine, & Boswell, 2003; ref. Shirom et al., 2008) have provided support to the 
relationship between self-efficacy and subsequent employment outcomes. 
A somewhat different approach was pursued by Zikic and Saks (2009) in their study on 
career relevant activities that job seekers can pursue by themselves without participating 
in an intervention in order to boost their self-efficacy and goal clarity. These activities 
include environmental exploration of various job opportunities, exploration of one’s 
own career development and developing of self-understanding, identification of various 
career resources such as career fairs or guidance counselors, and, finally, participating 
in training programs. It was found that all these activities were positively related to job 
search self-efficacy and goal clarity, which, in turn, predicted job search intention 
(~action planning) and intensity. It is thus possible for job seekers to conduct the given 
behaviors also by themselves and so help themselves. 
 
2.2.6 Process models of behavior change 
In many fields of literature it has been found that the path from intention to outcome, or 
from attitude to behavior, is not straightforward, but is better explained by smaller steps 
in between. According to the theory of planned behavior an individual’s intention to 
engage in a behavior is the main predictor of the behavior in question (Ajzen, 1991). 
One’s intention to engage in a specific behavior, in turn, is a function of one’s attitude 
toward the behavior (i.e., the belief that the behavior leads to certain outcomes, cf. 
outcome expenctaces), subjective norm (perceived social pressure to perform or not to 
perform the behavior), and perceived behavioral control  (a concept similar to perceived 
self-efficacy) (Ajzen, 1991). As noticed by Zikic and Saks (2009), this conceptualization 





Van Der Flier, 2004a/b). In the context of this study similar sequentalization would 
imply that the outcome expectances regarding the effects of various job search 
behaviors, the social pressure for job search and self-efficacy would be predictors of 
action planning. Action planning regarding job search would then be the main predictor 
of job search behavior. In probably the only study (Zikic and Saks, 2009) picturing the 
process of job search behavior change, the environmental exploration of various job 
opportunities, exploration of one’s own career development and developing of self-
understanding, identification of various career resources, and participating in training 
programs were found to be positively related to job search self-efficacy and goal clarity, 
which, in turn, predicted job search intention and intensity.  
Even more than the theories presented above (Theory of Planned Behavior, TPB, Social 
Cognitive Theory, SCT) Health Action Process Approach (HAPA) (Schwarzer, 2008; 
Ziegelman, Luszczynska, Lippke, & Schwarzer, 2007) underscores the process nature 
and the order of various steps in behavior change. There is still relatively little research 
on the change process of job search behavior. HAPA has receiveid support in studies 
concerning  physical exercice among university students (Scholz, Keller, & Perren, 
2009), retired senior citizens (Caudroit, Stephan, & Scanff, 2010) and with people with 
multiple sclerosis (Chiu, 2009). In an even more recent study on food hygiene (Chow & 
Mullan, 2010) HAPA was extended by adding social support and subjective norm to the 
model, which increased the predictive power of the model significantly. However, no 
studies either with unemployed people or with immigrants were found. Hence, this 
study presents the first application of HAPA with unemployed and immigrant 
population. 
HAPA (2008), see  Figure 3) combines various theories (TPB, SCT) and concepts (self-
efficacy, outcome expectances, action- and coping plans) outlined above in chapter 2. 
When translated from health behavior to the context of immigrant integration the idea of 
the HAPA model is that the pursuit of any goal related to integration ( e.g., language 
learning or employment) is determined by whether (1) the immigrant considers 
her/himself as being capable to perform the action required for achieving the goal ( e.g., 
going to learn a new language, going to language courses) (Bandura, 2004); and (2) 





whether learning the language will help her in finding employment or getting Finnish 
friends) (Schwarzer, 2008). 
These two determinants can be affected by several interventions (see chapter 2.2.5), 
some of them (e.g. giving information) already existing in the work of Finnish 
integration authorities. It would be important to help people to define goals that are 
realistic (achievable) for them (Nurmi, Pulliainen, & Salmela-Aro, 1992; Rasmussen, 
Wrosch, Scheier, & Carver, 2006; Wrosch, Scheier, Miller, Schulz, & Carver, 2003) 
and then support their self-efficacy and motivation (Bandura, 2004) because a person 
who is confident in her capabilities in performing a certain action will keep on trying 
(and later probably succeed, too) even after failure, attributing the failure externally, e.g. 
to the hostile environment. In contrast, someone who does not believe in her abilities 
attributes the failure internally and will stop trying (and thus never succeed). 
Once a person has established a goal for her-/himself (e.g. getting a job or learning a 
language), the success in pursuing the goal will be determined (in addition to the three 
factors outlined above) by the degree the person (1) makes detailed plans on how 
proceed with that goal ( e.g. participating in a particular language course beginning next 
Monday) (Ziegelman et al., 2007), (2) makes detailed coping plans  ( e.g. if my child 
will get sick, I will call this particular child care service in order to be able to participate 
in the course) (Sniehotta et al., 2005); and (3) the environment does not make achieving 
the goal impossible (e.g. extensive discrimination in recruitment, unrealistic language 
requirements) (Schwarzer, 2008). The better a person is prepared for pursuing the goal, 
the more likely it is that s/he eventually participates in that particular course or writes a 
work application (Schwarzer, 2008). 
 
Figure 3. Simplified version of Health Action Process Approach (HAPA) (modified 





Finally, it is expected that pursuing the plan (initiative) will eventually lead to the 
desired outcome. The behavior-outcome -link seems patently obvious and, indeed, has 
generally been supported. For example, in Kanfer et al.’s meta-analysis job search 
behavior  predicted well later employment status, number of job offers received, as well 
as duration of unemployment (Kanfer et al., 2001). This was true for all kinds of job 
seekers: new entrants (young people, immigrants), job losers, and job-to-job seekers. 
However, there are also studies (e.g. Wanberg et al., 1996) where no relationship 
between job search behavior and later employment status has been found. In Wanberg’s 
and colleagues’ study (1996) job search behavior also did not mediate between 
individual factors (such as self-efficacy) and the outcome (reemployment) as predicted 
in the Schwarzer’s model. The failure to find the link between behavior and outcome 
might be due to an extremely difficult labor market situation, where there just simply 
are no jobs available, no matter how hard one tries to search. 
 Hence, it is hypothesized that either mastery experience (measured as 
passing the WLC exam) or increase in knowledge (measured as a high exam 
score in the WLC exam) will increase the sense of work-related self-efficacy. 
Self-efficacy and outcome expectances will then together predict the 
construction of more detailed action and coping plans for the job search, 
which, in turn, will lead to a higher frequency of job search behaviors. 
The benefit of this model is that it points more exactly to the possible spots of 
interventions. After analysing where the problem lies (e.g. in negative outcome 
expecntances or in inadequate action planning), the intervention can be targeted directly 
to the problem zone in question.  In chapter 2.2.5 various internventions to target 
specific parts of the model were outlined. 
The original model by Schwarzer (2008) included also various other components, but 
for the sake of simplicity and because they seemed to have less relevance for job search 
behavior part of the model was dropped for the purposes of this study. As I am studying 
integration behavior and not health behavior, I have deleted the “risk perception” 
variable which refers to participants’ knowledge of various health risks related for 
example to smoking or obesity. Also, recovery from lapses (e.g. occasional binge eating 





Moreover, three different kinds of self-efficacys (initiation of action, maintenance and 
recovery from lapses) have been reduced into one general self-efficacy.  
 
2.3 Research questions and hypotheses 
In this chapter I summarize my research questions and review again the hypotheses 
already presented in between of the description of theoretical background. A list of 
research questions and related hypotheses can be found in the end of this chapter. 
The aim of this study is to analyze the effectiveness of a Working Life Certificate 
(WLC) intervention. The purpose of the WLC is to provide immigrants with 
information on working life in Finland and through this ease their labor market 
integration and increase feeling of mastering one’s enviroment. The first research 
question is whether the Working Life Certificate (WLC) has any impact on the labor 
market success of unemployed immigrants and whether (adopted or desired) cultural 
habits or discrimination play any role in the employment process. The second research 
question asks whether WLC can contribute to the feeling of mastering one‟s 
environment. The second aim of this study is to test the Health Action Process 
Approach (HAPA) with an immigrant population in the field of labor market 
intervention. The last research question is therefore whether the HAPA can explain the 
(in–)effectiveness of the WLC. 
The WLC is thus expected to contribute to the feeling of mastering one’s environment, 
which will be conceptualized in this study as the sense of work-related self-efficacy. 
Self-efficacy is a social psychological concept that refers to “feeling of mastery”, here 
in the context of one’s profession and work environment. The first hypothesis is then 
that either knowledge in Finnish work culture and labor legislation (measured as WLC 
exam score, H1a) or mastery experience in the form of passing the WLC exam (H1b) 






 WLC exam score  
       Self-efficacy (work) 
 WLC Diploma 
Note: H=hypothesis 
Figure 4. Hypothesis 1. 
The immigration authorities who have developed the WLC identified the lack of 
knowledge in labor market legislation and work culture as the most important barrier 
(besides insufficient language skills) for entering the labor market. The level of 
knowledge can be measured using the exam score the participants have obtained in the 
WLC exam. Thus, the second hypothesis is that knowledge in Finnish work culture and 
labor legislation (measured as WLC exam score) predicts labor market status (as 
employed vs. unemployed) three months after taking the test (H2a) (see Figure 5). 
 WLC exam score  
       Labor market status 
       Job search behavior 
 WLC Diploma 
Note: H=hypothesis 
Figure 5. Hypotheses 2 and 3.  
Another barrier for entering the labor market was identified as employers’ negative 
preconceptions of immigrant job seekers’ knowledge of labor legislation and work 
culture. Employers’ prejudices migth be affected by a certificate presented by the job 
seeker. Accordingly, it is hypothesized that having acquired the WLC and being able to 
present it in a work interview predicts future labor market status (as employed vs. 
unemployed) three months after taking the test (H2b) (see Figure 5). 
In addition to labor market status (“emplyoed”/”unemployed”) four months after taking 
the WLC exam also the change in the frequency of job search behavior is used as an 











own behavior, for example, the frequency of job search behavior, this change may fail 
to materialize in terms of finding employment because of reasons outside the 
individual’s control, such as economic depression. For this reason, the individual’s own 
activities are included as an outcome variable in this study in addition to the actual labor 
market status (see also Bartholomew et al., 2006, p. 13). It is thus hypothesized that 
knowledge in Finnish work culture and labor legislation (measured as WLC exam 
score) predicts positive change in the frequency of job search behavior (H3a) and that 
mastery experience in the form of passing the WLC exam predicts positive change in the 
frequency of job search behavior  (H3b) (see Figure 5).  
In addition to the bad labor market situation another environmental factor outside the 
individuals’ control is discrimination.  It is hypothesized that perceived discrimination 
moderates the relationship between job search behavior and labor market status (as 
employed vs. unemployed) so that job search behavior influences labor market status 
only if there is no or low perceived discrimination (H4). 
When talking about immigrants in the labor market, the topic of culture arises often in 
the conversation. Cultural differences are often offered as explanation to differences 
between natives and immigrants in the success in the labor market. For this reason the 
participants were asked also about their acculturation strategies. With regard to the 
various domains of acculturation (work vs. family), the literature is still scarce but there 
seems to be a tendency for strategies closer to assimilation to be most functional in the 
public domain (e.g. work) predicting successful adaptation in school or in the labor 
market, whereas strategies closer to separation in the private domain (e.g. family) 
provide social support and predict good psychological health (Berry et al., 2006b; Navas 
et al., 2005; Navas et al., 2005). Thus it is hypothesized that adoption (or desire to 
adopt) of Finnish work culture at T1 is associated with successful employment at T3 
(H5). 
As also social support is important during  unemployment it is hypothesized that the 
positive relationship between adoption (or desire to adopt) of Finnish work culture and 
success in the labor market is moderated by maintenance (or desire to maintain) of the 
country of origin family culture so that the relationship is stronger among those people 
who have maintained (or desire to maintain) the country of origin family culture (H6). 





preferred (desired) strategies, the relative importance of these two levels of 
acculturation strategies is explored. 
I will test the process model of behavior change developed by Schwarzer (2008) for the 
purposes of health behavior  in the context of immigrant labor market integration. In 
accordance to the model, it is hypothesized that either mastery experience (measured as 
passing the WLC exam) or increase in knowledge (measured as a high exam score in 
the WLC exam) will increase the sense of work-related self-efficacy. Self-efficacy and 
outcome expectances will then together predict the construction of more detailed action 
and coping plans for the job search, which, in turn, will lead to a higher frequency of 
job search behaviors (H7, see Figure 6). In other words, the relationship between self-
efficacy and outcome expectances on the one hand and job search behavior on the other 
hand will be mediated by action and coping planning.  
 Figure 6. Hypothesis 7.   
 
Furthermore, this study aims also at assessing the relative importance of different 
predictors for job search behavior  and future labor market status. This has been a 
subject for considerable scholarly debate in the literature, but the results seem 
inconclusive (Bandura, 1997, p. 426; Kanfer et al., 2001; Wanberg et al., 1996). Also, 
no studies have been conducted specifically on unemployed immigrants, but only on 
unemployed people in general. For this reason it is explored which ones of the following 
predictors of job search behavior and labor market status emerges as the strongest 
ones: career self-efficacy, outcome expectances, action planning, or coping planning? 






 Self-efficacy (work)  
 Outcome expectances (work)     Labor market status 
 Action planning (work)      Job search behavior  
 Coping planning (work) 
 
Figure 7. Explorative question on relative importance of different factors for prediting 
job search behavior and labor market status. 
 
List of research questions and hypotheses 
Does the WLC contribute to the feeling of mastering one’s environment? 
 Knowledge in Finnish work culture and labor legislation (measured as WLC 
exam score) predicts positive change in the sense of work-related self-
efficacy (H1a). 
 Mastery experience in the form of passing the WLC exam predicts positive 
change in the sense of work-related self-efficacy (H1b). 
 
Has the Working Life Certificate (WLC) any impact on the labor market success of 
unemployed immigrants and whether cultural habits or discrimination play any role in 
the employment process? 
 Knowledge in Finnish work culture and labor legislation (measured as WLC 
exam score) predicts labor market status (as employed vs. unemployed) three 
months after taking the test (H2a) 
 Having acquired the WLC and being able to present it in a work interview 
predicts future labor market status (as employed vs. unemployed) three 





 Knowledge in Finnish work culture and labor legislation (measured as WLC 
exam score) predicts increase in the frequency of job search behavior (H3a)  
 Mastery experience in the form of passing the WLC exam predicts increase 
in the frequency of job search behavior (H3b). 
 Perceived discrimination moderates the relationship between job search 
behavior and labor market status (as employed vs. unemployed) so that job 
search behavior influences labor market status only if there is no or low 
perceived discrimination (H4). 
 Adoption (or desire to adopt) of Finnish work culture at T1 is associated 
with successful employment at T3 (H5).  
 Positive relationship between adoption (or desire to adopt) of Finnish work 
culture and success in the labor market is moderated by maintenance (or 
desire to maintain) of the country of origin family culture so that the 
relationship is stronger among those people who have maintained (or desire 
to maintain) the country of origin family culture (H6). 
 Are H5 and H6 equally valid for actually adopted and ideally preferred 
strategies? 
 
Can the process model of behavior change can explain the (in-)effect of the WLC? 
 Either mastery experience (measured as passing the WLC exam) or increase 
in knowledge (measured as a high exam score in the WLC exam) will 
increase the sense of work-related self-efficacy. Self-efficacy and outcome 
expectances will then together predict the construction of more detailed 
action and coping plans for the job search, which, in turn, will lead to a 
higher frequency of job search behaviors. (H7)  
 Which ones of the following predictors of job search behavior and labor 
market status emerges as the strongest ones: career self-efficacy, outcome 






In this chapter I will take a short look at the design of the study. Then I will go through 
the sampling procedure and introduce the measures used in the study. Finally, I will 
present the methodology used in the analyses together with the statistical assumptions 
that should be met when using these methods. 
  
3.1 Working Life Certificate 
The Working Life Certificate (WLC, työelämäsertifikaatti) is a labor market interven-
tion for immigrants. It includes a self-study material on the most essential issues of the 
Finnish labor legislation and work culture (see Appendix A); a test that measures the 
knowledge in these topics; and a certificate which makes it possible to prove one’s 
knowledge in these topics and which is awarded after successful test.  
According to the product sheet (Amiedu, 2011) the objective of the WLC is twofold. 
First, it aims at lowering the barrier to obtain employment by helping immigrants prove 
their knowledge in Finnish labor legislation and work culture for potential employers, 
who often may have prejudices in that regard. A job-seeker holding WLC will be more 
attractive to the employers presumably because training to master the new job will be 
easier and less time-consuming when the recruited person already knows the key issues 
of the labor legislation and work culture. Second, the WLC aims at enhancing the 
equality between native Finnish and immigrant employees by informing the immigrants 
on the rights and responsibilities of employers and employees in Finland. It is assumed 
that with this knowledge the feeling of mastering one’s environment will be 
strengthened and leading active life in the new country will be easier. The logic is 
summarized in Figure 8 below. 
Figure 8. The logic behind WLC 
Knowledge    Feeling of mastery + equality 
 







The WLC was developed in 2008–2010 by a Helsinki based adult education center, 
Amiedu
2
, in co-operation with labor market organizations, Ministries of Employment, 
Education and Internal Affairs as well as immigrant organizations with the support from 
European Social Fund, Labor force Centre for Uusimaa and Finnish National Board of 
Education. The project was initiated because insufficient language skills and knowledge 
of the “rules” of the labor market were identified as major barriers inhibiting 
immigrants from accessing the labor market (Kaikkonen, 2005). It was acknowledged 
that language teaching was already widely used, but there were no well established 
measures to improve the knowledge of the rules of the labor market (ibid.)
3
.  
The field work for this thesis was done in the pilot phase of the certificate (2009-2010) 
while it was tested in various adult education centers throughout the country. The goal 
of this phase was to collect feedback and further improve the functioning and usability 
of the certificate. After completion of this phase (in 2011) the certificate will be adopted 
by the Ministry of Employment and the Economy, and it will become a nationally 
recognized diploma. Educational institutions will arrange tests and offer training related 
to the subject.  
There are no standards on how the training should be administered, but in the pilot 
phase a model with three components was used. First, there was a three-hour 
information session where the purpose and technical details of the WLC were 
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 Amiedu is one of the largest adult education centers organizing education for immigrants in the capital 
area. The trainers, who contributed to the development of the WLC, Outi Sjöblom, Anni Piikki, Markéta 
Pedronova, Anja Tarhala, and Marja Kaikkonen, are senior trainers in the field. 
3
 The WLC material and test are available in various languages (Finnish, Russian, Estonian, English, and 
Bulgarian at the moment, see http://www.amiedu.net/cofi/tulokset.html).  It derives from the tradition of 
offering integration education in immigrants’ native tongues. Teaching of complex issues such as labor 
legislation can be challenging, if not impossible, in Finnish for students with limited Finnish skills. Thus, 
offering the possibility to use one’s mother tongue will enable transmitting complex information already 
in the early stages of integration when the language skills in Finnish are usually still rather modest. Also, 







explained. The students were shown a few model questions from the exam, they were 
provided with the study material and the importance of the subject and required study 
time were highlighted. After this first session there was approximately two weeks time 
for independent study. That is, there was no classroom teaching for the content of the 
certificate. Instead the students were instructed to use at least 10 hours for self-study. 
However, as the topics of the WLC (see Appendix A) overlap with the content of the 
National Curriculum for integration training (Opetushallitus, 2007), there has probably 
been also classroom teaching as part of the integration courses either prior or during the 
WLC training. After the two week self-study time there was another three hour session 
where questions regarding the content of the WLC material were answered. After dis-
cussing the problematic issues there was a short introduction to the exam software (the 
exam is computer-aided) followed by the exam itself. The exam consists of 40 multiple 
choice questions and there is 60 minutes time to answer all questions. Test scores and 
computer-aided feedback are available immediately after taking the exam. Students not 
passing the exam were informed of the possibility to repeat it once. All classroom 
sessions were in (simplified) Finnish, but the study materials as well as the exam were 
available in five languages (Finnish, Russian, English, Estonian, Bulgarian). 
The intervention was already taking place when I arrived to do my research. There were 
no articulated scientific theories behind the WLC. Rather, it was based on the expe-
rience of the trainers and various interest groups. I did not see this as a problem, how-
ever
4. I could still measure WLC’s effect on concepts derived from theory and with this 
data explain the eventual (in-)effectiveness of the certificate. For example, I could ask 
whether receiving WLC diploma increased the frequency of job search behavior of the 
participants.  If yes, I could analyze whether it was because the diploma also 
strengthened their self-efficacy, which then lead to more active behavior.  
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 Actually, it is a shame that so few interventions commonly applied by various authorities are studied by 
researchers. Many times researchers design their own intervention based on their theories, test is once, 
after which it is forgotten because no implementing organization owns it. If the design would be the other 
way around: researchers studying interventions developed by public institutions, maybe also the results 






3.2 Design and sample 
The intervention in question, the WLC, was designed and implemented by the adult 
education centre Amiedu, immigration authorities and other stakeholders without 
research considerations. Thus, unlike most field experiments, it was not a research-
based intervention in the sense that it would have been designed to influence the 
participants’ sense of self-efficacy or their degree of action planning. Instead, a 
research-based model is applied to explain the possible effect (or lack of effect) of the 
intervention, i.e., to answer the question why it did or did not work. There was no 
control condition in the design, but instead the exam score is used to compare people (a) 
with different knowledge levels (= test scores) or (b) with (passing the test) or without 
(failing the test) a diploma but with almost the same knowledge level
5
. 
Because of the nature of the intervention, random sampling could not be used. Partici-
pants were recruited through adult education centers offering labor market training 
(työvoimapoliittinen koulutus) for immigrants. This training is paid for by the Centers 
for Economic Development, Transport and the Environment (ELY-keskus) and consists 
of studies in Finnish language and culture, labor market skills, and vocational skills. For 
the purpose of this study, teachers in adult education centers were approached with an 
offer of a free demonstration of a new teaching tool (the WLC). They were also 
informed that this study would be conducted after the WLC teaching. The interested 
teachers were asked to select a group that would consist of students that are “active job 
seekers”6 and have sufficient Finnish skills (A2.1)7. These criteria were also controlled 
in the T1 questionnaire. This request resulted in altogether 24 groups: 135 students in 
integration training (Finnish language and labor market skills, “kotoutumiskoulutus”), 
118 students in a preparatory course for vocational studies (“MAVA”), 49 students in a 
                                                 
 
5
 The diploma is obtained when 37 out of 40 questions are given right answers. However, the knowledge 
level of people having 34-36 points is almost the same to those having 37-39 points, with the single 
difference that the latter group gain a diploma to present as proof of their knowledge. 
6
 As many people continue the training for up to two years or continue to vocational training, it was 
underscored that the students should be in a position of looking for work within the next three months. 
Logically, it would not make sense to study the effect of WLC on finding employment if people were not 
planning to find employment because they wanted to continue their studies. 
7
 Teaching and questionnaires could be provided only in simplified Finnish. However, this level of 
Finnish is the most common one in a course after which people are expected to continue to working life 






preparatory course for a national language test (YKI), and 17 students in vocational 
training (interpretation, construction). 
The intervention was conducted in 11 different adult education centers across Finland. 
The majority (N = 203) of students were from Helsinki. Others (116 students in groups 
of 10-18) were from Espoo, Äänekoski, Lahti, Oulu, Tampere, Jyväskylä, Turku, Vaasa 
and Porvoo. 
The pre-test questionnaires (T1) were completed during the first intervention session 
where the students were introduced to the WLC and to the self-study materials. Before 
filling in the questionnaire the students were informed about the purpose of the study, 
the confidentiality of the information and about the voluntariness of participation. The 
T2 questionnaire was completed after the WLC exam during the second intervention 
session. Between the first and the second session the students had approximately two 
weeks to study independently for the exam. Finally, the T3 questionnaire was 
administered electronically (with a few face-to-face exceptions) after three months from 
taking the exam. For those having invalid e-mail addresses or not responding to the e-
mail also a paper form was sent by regular mail. The average response time to the T3 
questionnaire was 1 month, which resulted in the follow-up time between T2 and T3 
being ca. 4 months.  
T1 questionnaires were in Finnish and they were always completed under the 
supervision and facilitation of the researcher. T2 questionnaires were completed either 
in the same way or independently in the classroom, depending on the language skills of 
the students. T3 questionnaires were completed independently in the respondents’ 
homes with the exception of a few groups who filled the questionnaire in the classroom 
with the researcher. 
The number of students completing T1 was 319, which was reduced to 280 after 
scanning away participants informing that they were either not unemployed or would 
not be looking for work within 12 months. For T2 the number was reduced to 251 and 
for T3 to 174. Thus, the final sample consisted of 174 students and the retention rate 
was 62%. The sample size of 174 was calculated 
(www.danielsoper.com/statcalc/calc01.aspx) to be sufficient for regression analyses of 
25 predictors when p < .05, f
2 





to Field (2009, 223) the sample size of 174 would be enough for an analysis with 15 
variables.  
However, a large amount of missing data created problems for the sample size and sta-
tistical power as deleting missing values listwise would have decreased the sample size 
to 78, which would allow for using only one predictor. For one variable, 32% of the 
data was missing, for another two variables this percentage was 25%, for additionally 
four variables the percentage was 20% and for four more variables around 10% of the 
data was missing.  On average, 11% of the data was missing in the total sample. The 
data loss was probably due to the limited time available for administering the rather 
long questionnaire. For some of the participants the questions were linguistically too 
difficult and they could not follow the teacher/researcher in the class. For some groups 
there was simply not enough time to go through the entire questionnaire and the 
teacher/researcher ordered the students to leave some of the pages unanswered. 
Little’s MCAR test turned out to be significant (Χ2=406,487(343), p >.01) indicating 
that the data was not missing completely at random (MCAR). This implies that deleting 
missing values listwise would not be an appropriate solution as it would distort the 
sample (2007, p. 60-116). The separate variance tests showed that the data in the Work 
Related Action and Coping Planning variables were not missing at random (MNAR), 
since missing data were related to the dependent variable Job Search Behavior. All other 
variables were missing at random (MAR) as these data were related only to the other 
predictor variables. The missing of many variables was predicted by the variable mea-
suring Finnish skills, which means that participants with more modest language skills 
left more empty slots. Deleting missing values listwise would thus not be an optimal 
solution. However, also imputation of missing values has its problems (2007, p. 60-116) 
and it was decided to conduct the analysis pairwise where possible. Thus, the sample 
size varies from analysis to analysis depending on the amount of missing values among 
the used variables. For Structural Equation Modeling, which allows no missing values, 
missing values were imputed using regression estimation.  
To examine whether the longitudinal subsample was representative of the initial sample, 
Time 1 responses of participants who completed all three questionnaires (N=174) were 
compared with those who did not (N=106). No significant differences were found 





level of education. However, the difference in the level of education was almost signifi-
cant indicating that the participants with less education would have dropped out more 
often. Furthermore, participants in the longitudinal subsample did not differ from those 
who filled in only the first questionnaire with regard to self-efficacy, action planning, or 
coping planning related to studying for the WLC exam or to work related self-efficacy, 
outcome expectances or job search behavior.  
 
Table 2 
Characteristics of the final sample and the drop-outs  
 Sample (N=174)  Drop-outs (N=106) t-test or chi-
square 
p 
N (%) M (SD) 
 
N (%) M (SD) 











 Χ2 (1) = 0,716 .40 
Finnish skills (1=basics; 
6=mother tongue) 
 2,6 (0,7) 
 
 2,5 (0,8) t(273)=-0,851 .40 
Years in Finland  5,1 (4,0)   5,7 (4,7) t(276)=1,160 .25 
Education:  
1=primary education (or less) 
2=secondary education 



















































   
 
As displayed in Table 3, the final sample of 174 participants included students from the 
age of 17 to 63, mean age being 36,1 years. A modest majority (64%) of the participants 
were women. The age and sex division seems rather similar to that found in the labor 
market training in general (TEM, 2010). The participants were relatively well educated 
(40% had a university degree or equivalent) as compared to the proportion of highly 





highly educated foreign national job seekers in the employment office (23%, Arajärvi, 
2009). The participants had lived on average 5.1 years in Finland and evaluated their 
Finnish skills as “good” (A2-B1 on the Common European Framework of Reference, 
CEFR). In the final sample the participant reported 48 different mother tongues, Russian 
(33,9%), Arabic (8%), and Chinese (6%) being the most common choices. The amount 
of Chinese participants is relatively high, since in the employment statistics (Statistics 
Finland, 2010) there are only 183 unemployed Chinese nationals as compared to 3697 
unemployed Russians, 1446 unemployed Estonians, 760 unemployed Somalians or 710 
unemployed Iraqis (many of whom speak Arabic and/or Kurdish). Also, there were only 
six Estonians in the sample. Because of the non-random nature of the sampling and the 
differences between the sample and the population the results of this study cannot be 
generalized to the whole population of unemployed immigrants in Finland. 
 
3.3 Measures 
All measures were translated from English to simple Finnish (selkosuomi), except for 
the measures that were constructed only for this study (action planning; coping 
planning) and for the measure of employment discrimination which was originally in 
Finnish. The recommendation of Bandura (1997, 42) on adjusting the selected measures 
to the context was followed and some changes were made to the original formulations in 
order to custom them better to the context of the study and make them easier to under-
stand. The complete original questionnaires are available in Appendix B. 
Most of the measures used a 5-point Likert scale (1=completely disagree; 5=completely 
agree). Before computing index scores the scoring of negative items was reversed. The 
index scores were computed using mean scores of the items (instead of sum), because 
mean scores make the different scales more comparable despite different numbers of 
items in the scales. Because following the recommendations by Bryman and Cramer 
(2001) of accepting only 10 per cent of missing index data would have lead to a massive 
loss of data, a more flexible rule of accepting 20 per cent of missing index data was  
applied. 





3.3.1  Acculturation measures 
There has been discussion on how to best measure acculturation (Arends-Tóth & van de 
Vijver, 2006a; Arends-Tóth & van de Vijver, 2006b; Bourhis, Moise, Perreault, & 
Senecal, 1997; Navas et al., 2005). As outlined by Arends-Tóth and van de Vijver, there 
are one-; two-; and four-statement measurement methods. Of these, the two-statement 
method is most recommendable because of its user-friendliness and ability to 
differentiate also between marginalization and integration orientions.  
Moreover, there are general and domain specific measures. General measures use 
general questions about acculturation in life generally whereas domain specific 
measures ask about acculturation separately in the public and the private sphere or in 
even more detailed domains (e.g. food, clothes, marriage). Since it has been empirically 
found that acculturative change does not take place at the same rate across all life 
domains and that orientations applied in different life domains do not necessarily 
correlate (Arends-Tóth & van de Vijver, 2006b), domain-specific measures give a more 
detailed picture.  
Navas et al. (2005) also emphasize the importance of differentiating between 
acculturation orientations actually adopted in reality and those ideally preferred. In 
addition, Bourhis et al. (1997) and Navas et al. (2005) underscore the importance of the 
“fit” between the perceptions and attitudes of mainstream society towards immigrants’ 
acculturation orientations and the attitudes and strategies of different immigrant groups.  
To follow the recommendations presented in this literature the relative acculturation 
extended model (RAEM) formulated by Navas et al. (2005) was chosen to measure 
acculturation in this study. The scale is two-dimensional (different questions for 
keeping/adopting host and heritage culture), as recommended by Arends-Tóth and Van 
de Vijver (2006). It differentiates also between actual acculturation and desired accultu-
ration and contains five different domains (work; consumer habits and family economy; 
family relationships; religious beliefs and customs; and ways of thinking, principles and 
values). Of the five domains only work and family relationships were used in this study 
because of its focus on the integration process specifically in the labor market, not in the 
society in general. Moreover, the work and family domains represent rather well also 





literature (e.g. Arends-Tóth & van de Vijver, 2003; Berry et al., 2006a; Phalet & 
Swyngedouw, 2003; van de Vijver & Phalet, 2004). Since this study concentrates only 
on the immigrants themselves, the acculturation attitudes and perceptions of the 
majority population (or, employers) could not be assessed. Five-point Likert scales of 
agreement from “not at all” to “very much” were employed, as suggested by Navas et 
al. (2005). 
The question regarding the strategy of actual acculturation was „„To what extent do you 
maintain at present the customs you used to observe in your country of origin (/in this 
country), in relation to the following domains?” and for the desired acculturation it was 
„„To what extent would you like to adopt the customs you used to observe in your 
country of origin (/in this country), in relation to the following domains?”. The domains 
were “Work (type of work carried out, tools and machinery they use and work 
timetable)” and “Family (relationships between spouses, with their sons, with their 
daughters and upbringing of their sons and daughters)”. 
There are at least seven different ways of using two-statement measures in the analysis 
(Arends-Tóth & van de Vijver, 2006b). One can either use the two questions 
independently, subtract their scores from each other, multiply them with each other, 
divide the data according the four orientations (assimilation, integration, 
marginalization or separation) using median split, mean split or mid-point split, or 
calculate proximity scores for each participant for all the four orientations. Because 
there was no need for only one score for acculturation in this study, all items were used 
independently. Interaction terms were constructed to test for different combinations of 
individual items, e.g. country of origin work culture with finnish work culture to 
represent integration or marginalization strategy at work.  
 
3.3.2  Measures related to job search and career 
There were six different measures related to job search and career: self-efficacy (T1 and 
T2); outcome expectances (T1); action planning (T2); coping planning (T2); job search 





The self-efficacy measure was adopted from Riggs et al. (1994). In order to get a full 
measure of several items the scale measuring outcome expectances was combined from 
three different scales as follows: all three items from Vansteenkiste et al. (2005), two 
applicable items from the total of four items of Jasinskaja-Lahti et al. (2007) and five 
items using the  structure  (wording) of items in the health behavior scale from 
Schwarzer (2008) but replacing the content with job search related issues. As no scales 
measuring action or coping planning with regard to studying could be located, the 
structure of the items was adapted from Schwarzer (2008) and Sniehotta et al. (2005), 
who have published scales related to health behavior. The content was changed from 
trying to exercise more or quit smoking into task related to searching for job. The exact 
items of all the scales can be seen in Table C1 (see Appendix C). 
Before the creation of indices, principal component analysis (PCA) was conducted in 
order to make sure that these theoretical concepts are also empirically separate from 
each other. All the 32 items of the four scales (N = 80 after deleting missing values 
listwise) were analyzed using orthogonal rotation (varimax), because it turned out that 
the factors did not correlate very strongly and oblique rotation (direct oblimin) did not 
work out. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure verified the adequacy of the sample size for 
the analysis, KMO = .61, which is considered as satisfactory and above the acceptable 
limit of .5 (Field, 2009, p. 671) but some of the KMO values for individual items were 
as low as .29. Barlett’s test of sphericity (PCA χ2 (496) = 1366,281, p < .001) was in-
significant, indicating that the correlations were sufficiently large for PCA. In the initial 
analysis nine components had eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion = 1 and in combina-
tion explained 70% of the variance, but all of the resulting communalities (after extrac-
tion) were not greater than 0,7 (or even 0,6), which makes this result somewhat unrelia-
ble. The scree plot showed inflexion that suggested retaining five components, but as 
the sample size is under 200, the results of the scree plot cannot be considered very reli-
able, either.  (Bryman & Cramer, 2001, p. 266; Field, 2009, p. 663.)  
As shown in Table C1 (see Appendix C), action planning and coping planning items 
loaded both on their own components as expected (except for the fourth item from the 
coping planning scale: “I know what to do if I‟m not invited to work interview even after 
sending many applications”). The reliability of these indices was tested using 





(Bryman & Cramer, 2001, p 63; Field, 2009, p. 677) and thus an index score was 
computed for action planning items. The alpha for coping planning was .70, which in-
creased to .80 when removing the problematic item four, after which an index score was 
computed. Outcome efficacy items loaded on three different components and its alpha 
was .79. Although it had been composed of three different scales, removing any of the 
individual items or using any of the subscales alone would not have increased the alpha. 
Thus, an index was computed using all the ten items. 
Work related self-efficacy, however, spread all over the fourth, sixth, seventh, eighth 
and ninth component, which indicated problems in the internal consistency and 
reliability of the scale. Forcing the items either to three or four components did not 
make the self-efficacy any more coherent. When comparing the factor solutions for the 
scale at Time 1 and Time 2, the items loaded very differently on the components. Re-
moving the fifth question would have increased scale’s alpha at Time 1 from .54 to .65 
and removing questions 2, 3, 4, 6, 8, and 10 would have increased scale’s alpha at Time 
2 from .52 to .66. However, removing these items would have obviously resulted in 
having two totally different scales and studying the change between Time 1 and 2 had 
been pointless. Thus, the index scores were computed using all the items for both scales 
despite the low alphas (.54 and .52). This will, however, make the analyses involving 
work-related self-efficacy less reliable. 
To test the third hypothesis (“The exam score predicts positive change in the sense of 
self-efficacy.”) a change variable (change in self-efficacy), was computed by reducing 
the T2 self-efficacy score from the T1 self-efficacy score. Using raw change scores as a 
measure of change has been much critisized, but in a study by Gillespie and Streeter 
(1994) it was found that, when compared to other solutions, raw scores provide a 
reasonable method for assessing change when T1 scores are included in the model as a 
covariate.  Using change scores has also the advantage of focusing explicitly on change, 
unlike other models that shift the focus from the change to the end state. 
Job search behavior was measured using the 10-item scale from Ryn and Vinokur 
(1992) which asks people to indicate the number of times they had conducted several 
job searching activities (e.g. “Indicate the number of times in the past 3 months you 
have engaged in each of the following job search activities: Read the newspaper or 





cies and mentoring were dropped as they had no cultural relevance in the Finnish 
context. The Cronbach’s alphas for the scale were quite low (Time 1 α = .55; Time 2 α 
= .60; Time 3 α = .49), and removing some of the items would have increased them. 
However, as the aim of the scale is not to measure any certain construct but to assess the 
frequency of participants’ job search behavior, the index scores were computed using all 
items despite the low alphas.  
Perceived discrimination at recruitment was measured by one item from a four-item 
scale from Jasinskaja-Lahti et al. (2007) covering the following aspects: applying for a 
job, career advancement, dismissal from work, and racial offense or harassment at work. 
These four items are a part of a larger measure that has originally been adapted for 
Finnish victim studies in 1997  (Jasinskaja-Lahti & Liebkind, 1997; Liebkind & 
Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2000) from the Swedish-language questionnaire developed at the 
Centre for Research in International Migration and Ethnic Relations, University of 
Stockholm (Lange, 1995). 
The question for recruitment discrimination was as follows: „„During your stay in 
Finland, do you feel that you have been disregarded in situations of possible promotion 
at work because of your immigrant background?‟‟ The respondents answered the 
questions using the following scale: 0 = never, 1 = once or twice, 2 = three or four 
times, and 3 = five times or more often. Those who had never searched for a job in 
Finland were coded as missing.  
Successful employment was measured as follows: At T1 the respondents were asked 
about their current employment status (“Do you have a (fulltime or part time) job?”), 
whether or not their job corresponded to their educational background, and whether or 
not they were looking for a (new) job. At T3 (the 4 months follow-up) respondents’ 
employment status was checked again. Those who at Time 1 had no employment and at 
Time 3 had some kind of employment and those who at Time 1 had a part-time work or 
a work that did not correspond their education and at Time 3 had found a “better” em-






3.3.3 Background variables  
Respondents were asked to indicate their sex (man/woman), year of birth, nationality, 
mother tongue, year of immigration, level of education and knowledge of Finnish, be-
cause all these variables have been shown to affect labor market status either because of 
discrimination (Aalto et al., 2010) or because of their effect of human capital.  
Age was computed from the birth year and also a polynomial was created for it to test 
curvilinear associations. The polynomial was included in all preliminary analyses, but it 
was removed in the final analyses as it turned out not to be significant. Education was 
measured with a scale from the European Social Fund follow-up reports (1=primary 
education (or less), 2=secondary education, 3=post-secondary education that is not 
higher education, 4=higher education). The mother tongue variable was self-reported 
and later coded into three dummy variables Russian/EU/Other in order to make groups 
bigger and thus analyzable. Year of immigration was transformed into the number of 
years a person had lived in Finland. 
Knowledge of Finnish was measured as self-assessment separately for spoken and 
written language from which a general index was created. The Common European 
Framework of Reference (CEFR) was used as a scale. Many of the students are familiar 
with the CEFR, but for those not familiar with it also explanations for the levels were 
provided as follows: A1 (basics); A2 (satisfactory); B1 (good); B2 (very good); C1 (ex-
cellent); C2 (almost mother tongue).  
The effect of all these sociodemographic variables was assessed separately on all de-
pendent variables through regression analysis. For future labor market status mother 
tongue and years lived in Finland emerged as significant. The longer a person had lived 
in Finland, the less likely s/he was to find employment. This can be explained by the 
bias in the sample: of all the immigrants in labor market training (in this sample) those 
who have been longer in the country usually are also the ones with more modest skills 
whereas the ones with higher education are already integrated into the labor market and 
no more in labor market training. Those speaking an EU language as their mother 
tongue had better odds in finding employment as compared to others. All 
sociodemographic variables were included in preliminary analyses of the results 





were removed in the final analyses (after confirming that they had no effect on the 
dependent variable) in order to increase the statistical power in the analyses. 
 
 
3.4 Methodological assumptions 
After examining intercorrelations between variables, regression analysis was used in 
order to be able to analyze the impact of several predictors simultaneously (Bryman & 
Cramer, 2001; Bryman & Cramer, 2001; Schroeder, Sjoquist, & Stephan, 1986). For the 
purpose of analyzing continuous outcome variables OLS-regression was used, while 
logistic regression was applied for dichotomous outcome variables. To be able to 
analyze several dependent variables simultaneously SEM (Structural Equation 
Modeling) was applied. Before performing any statistical tests with the data, it was 
controlled whether or not the data fulfilled the conditions under which the given tests 
are appropriate. 
Regression analysis is based on several assumptions which must be true in order to be 
able to generalize from the results of the analysis: the predictors should have some vari-
ation in value; the predicted relationship in the model should be linear; and all values of 
the outcome variable should be independent. All of these conditions were met.  In 
regression analysis and SEM there is also an assumption of less than perfect multicolli-
nearity; homoscedasticity; independence of errors from each other; and normal distribu-
tion of errors which are discussed below. (Field, 2009.)  
 
Multicollinearity 
Multicollinearity means very high correlations between (some) predictors. Multicolli-
nearity is problematic since it may cause instability of regression coefficients and be-
cause there is not much sense in treating highly correlated items as separate entities 
(Bryman & Cramer, 2001, p. 244). Table C3 (see Appendix C) shows that the correla-
tions between different variables were either weak or moderate (Field, 2009, p. 170), 
none of them being stronger than .6, which implies that there should be no danger of 





nearity can also be detected from the multicollinearity statistics that were done sepa-
rately for each analysis. No signs of multicollinearity were found in these analyses as all 
tolerance values were >.6 (tolerance below .2 indicates potential problems and below .1 
serious problems) and all VIF values <.1,5 (VIF over 10 are cause for concern) (Field, 
2009, p. 224). 
 
Outliers 
Among all analyses maximum seven cases (~5%) had standardized residual values 
above two (in other analyses the percentage was smaller), which is within the limit of 
5% suggested by Field (2009, p. 247) indicating that extreme values (outliers) should 
not be a problem. Also Cook’s distances were below one, the Mahabolis distances just 
within the limit of 25 (although for a small sample like this 15 would have been more 
desirable) and centered leverage values (~0,20) were not bigger than three times the 
average leverage values (0,13) of this sample. (Field, 2009, 235-249.) 
 
Independent and normal distribution of errors and homoscedasticity 
Also the assumptions of homoscedasticity as well as the independence and normal dis-
tribution of errors were studied within each analysis. Durbin-Watson scores were very 
close to the preferred value of two (below one or above three would indicate problems) 
in all analyses, which implies that the errors were independently distributed.  
The assumption of normal distribution of errors was, however, questionable in the ana-
lyses with job search behavior as the outcome variable since the histograms and plots of 
them showed a leptokurtic distribution (positive kurtosis). In the analyses for 
hypotheses with job search behavior as outcome variable there seems to be also the 
possibility of heteroscedasticity as the scatter plots formed a shape of a funnel 
indicating that the variance increases across the residuals.  
Based on the partial plots, the variance seems to be bigger within younger participants, 
those with less education, those who have stayed less time in Finland and with those 
who had higher scores in the exam. This means that the models’ ability to predict 





the histograms and plots of standardized residuals showed a more or less normal 
distribution. (Field, 2009, 235-249.) 
 
Normal distribution 
Statistical procedures based on the assumption of normally distributed data are referred 
to as parametric tests. For a distribution to be normal the values of skewness and kurto-
sis should be zero and the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test should be non-significant (Field, 
2009, p. 138, 146). If the data are not normal, non-parametric tests are recommended 
instead. (Field, 2009, p. 132.)   
As shown in the Table C2 (see Appendix C), of all the variables only T1 self-efficacy 
was normally distributed when measured with the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test. Especially 
the distributions of indicators that were not in Likert-scale format (years spent in 
Finland, job search) differed heavily from normal. Also labor market status’ distribution 
was skewed: at Time 3 81% (N=141) of the participants were still unemployed leaving 
only 19% (N=33) to category of employed. Other variables were closer to normal dis-
tribution having values of kurtosis and skewness below 1,6. 
This suggests that for this data non-parametric tests would be more appropriate than 
parametric ones (Field, 2009, p. 132) and for this reason correlations were done using 
Spearman’s rho instead of Pearson’s correlation. Also, for regression analysis the 
predictors do not have to be normally distributed. Yet, the errors should follow normal 
distribution and be independent from each other. (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007, p. 437.) 
In Structural Equation Modeling (SEM), however, normal distribution is assumed 
(Ullman, 2007). Thus the normal distribution of predictors is discussed next. 
As was presented in Table 3.2 (see Appendix), especially the non-Likert scales – 
including job search behavior used as dependent variable in many analyses - were 
unevenly distributed.  The variable job search behavior was thus transformed using 
square root transformation (Field, 2009, p. 155, Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007, p. 89) 
which successfully corrected skewness from 2,39 to 0,93 and kurtosis from 6,97 to 0,98. 
Successful transformations were done also for the variables “years lived in Finland” and 
“change in self-efficacy”. After transformations all values of skewness and kurtosis 





not be transformed as skewness and kurtosis were into opposite directions (see Table 
C2, Appendix C). When measured with the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, however, only 
T1 self-efficacy emerged as normal. Yet, no further transformations were made as some 
of the values were negative and some positive and thus could not be transformed using 







First, the descriptive results including mean values and intercorrelations are presented. 
Next, the actual hypotheses will be tested, starting with the hypothesis concerning self-
efficacy and employment. After that the role of perceived discrimination and 
acculturation orientations will be examined. Finally, the relative importance of various 
predictors on labor market outcomes will be compared and the dynamic employment 
process will be examined more closely using the HAPA model. 
 
4.1 Descriptive results 
The descriptive results of all the measures are displayed in Table 3. Since the variances 
of work related self-efficacy and job search scales were found to differ markedly, the 
non-parametric test for related samples (Wilcoxon signed-rank test) was used instead of 
a parametric test (Bryman & Cramer, 2001, p. 114) to measure the change in scores be-
tween Time 1, 2 and 3. The changes in the scores for both self-efficacy (Time 1 
M=3,59; Time 2 M=3,49 ) and job search behavior (Time 1 M=4,68; Time 3 M=2,75) 
were significant meaning that, contrary to expectations, there was a statistically signifi-
cant decline in both work related self-efficacy and in job searching behavior. As de-
scribed in the following chapters (4.2 and 4.3) the decline in self-efficacy can partly be 
attributed to failing in WLC but job search behavior intensity was not related to success 


















Self-efficacy 1,2-4,9 3,59 (0,58) 3,49 (0,53)  T=1998, 
p < .05 
Outcome expectances  1-5 3,92 (0,67)    
Action planning  1,6-5  3,88 (0,83)   
Coping planning 1-5  3,63 (0,84)   
Job search behavior T1 0-35,0 4,68 (6,36) 1,12 (1,28)* 2,75 (3,41) T=3378, 
p < .05 
WLC exam score 0-100  7,35 (11,13)   
Perceived discrimination 0-3   0,28 (0,48)  
Acculturation orientation 
actual / country of origin / work 
actual / country of origin / family 
actual / Finland / work 
actual / Finland / family 
ideal/ country of origin / work 
ideal/ country of origin / family  
ideal / Finland / work 










   
WLC exam score 6-40  29,74 (8,46)   
Labor market status** 0-1 0 0 0,19 (0,39)  
* The difference in job search scores is counted only between the scores on Time 1 and 3 because they 
assessed the behavior during the last 3 months whereas Time 2 assessed the behavior during last two 
weeks and so is not comparable to Time 1 and 3. 
** The Labor market status variable was very skewed: at Time 3 81% (N=141) of the participants were 
still unemployed leaving only 19% (N=33) in the category of employed. 
 
Table C3 (see Appendix C) presents the matrix of intercorrelations among the study’s 
variables between T1, T2 and T3. The only variables that were related to employment 
(at Time 3) were work related outcome expectances, having an EU language as mother 





about finding employment and those who had EU language as mother tongue and had 
spent fewer years in Finland were more likely to have found employment.  
Frequent job search behavior was predicted by being a man, having higher education, 
living in the capital area, and wishing to be able to pursue heritage culture in family 
context. Contrary to the expectations, job search behavior at T1 predicted self-efficacy 
and high exam score at T2, instead of being the other way around (T2 self-efficacy and 
exam score predicting T3 job search behavior). Frequent job search behavior at T1 was 
related to good performance in the WLC exam at T2. However, good performance in 
the exam was negatively related to change in job search behavior from T1 to T3. 
According to expectations, passing the WLC exam was associated with a higher sense 
of self-efficacy and more detailed action plans at T2 (but not to coping plans), but not to 
change in self-efficacy. Interestingly, although having Russian as mother tongue pre-
dicted better scores in the WLC as compared to other languages, being Russian pre-
dicted low sense of self-efficacy at T2 whereas having EU language as mother tongue 
predicted a high sense of self-efficacy. 
 
4.2 WLC and sense of self-efficacy 
According to the first hypothesis “getting WLC predicts positive change in the sense of 
self-efficacy”. The correlation matrix (Table C3, Appendix C) shows that, indeed, WLC 
score correlates moderately with T2 self-efficacy (Spearman’s rho .20*) and passing 
(vs. failing) the test (Spearman’s rho .24**). However, as can be seen from Table 3, the 
mean score of self-efficacy among the participants decreased from T1 to T2. 
In order to confirm the hypothesis it is thus necessary to examine the relationship 
between WLC and self-efficacy more closely by controlling for the effect of 
sociodemographic variables and the prior (T1) level of self-efficacy. To do this, linear 
regression analysis was conducted with exam score as independent and change in self-
efficacy (from T1 to T2) as dependent variable, controlling for the effects of mother 
tongue, sex, age, education, Finnish skills and also prior level of self-efficacy as 





model, also a second model with T2 self-efficacy as dependentent variable was tested 
(Gillespie, 1994).  
The change in self-efficacy in hypothesis 1 may be attributed either to the raise in 
knowledge level (hypothesis 1a) or to mastery experience in the form of receiving the 
WLC diploma (hypothesis 1b). Therefore, stepwise regression was applied: in the first 
step only the control variables were entered, in the second step WLC exam score was 
added (hypothesis 1a), and in the final step also the variables “pass/fail” (hypothesis 
1b). In the final step the function of the WLC score is to control for the knowledge level 
while the information on whether the student passed or failed the test stands for the 
mastery experience.  
The results (see Table 4) show that when having all the demographic variables and the 
prior level of self-efficacy in the analysis, mother tongue and education no more 
predicted T2 self-efficacy. In the correlation matrix it seemed that Russian speakers had 
generally a lower sense of self-efficacy and educated and EU language speakers higher 
a sense of self-efficacy, but the effect disappeared when T1 self-efficacy was entered 
the analysis. Individual differences (level of self-efficacy) are thus more important than 
group differences (mother tongue). 
In the second step the WLC exam score was entered in the analysis, but it had no 
predictive power either regarding the self-efficacy change score or to T2 self-efficacy. It 
thus seems that the level of knowledge did not affect self-efficacy. However, in the third 
step mastery experience (whether a person had passed the exam with 37-40 points or 
failed it with 0-36 points) was marginally significant (p < .059), having a small effect 
size of .2 in both models.  
The model statistics show that the firts step with only demographic variables had the 
best fit, the second step the worst, and the final third step close to significantly better fit 
than the second (F(10, 122) = 8,27, p < .001; R2 from step 2-3 = .02, p = .059) 
explaining 37% (R
2
 adj. .37) of the variance in self-efficacy change scores. 
Consequently, although the first model with only demographic variables was the best, 
also the model in the third step with exam score and pass/fail-variable had a reasonable 





analysis with T2 self-efficacy as outcome variable were very similar (F(10, 122) = 4,93, 
p < .001; R2 from step 2-3  = .02, p = .059; R2 adj.  = .24). 
 
The results thus tentatively suggest that it is not the acquired knowledge but the diploma 
itself, which makes people believe more in the their skills and abilities in the labor 
market.  Hypothesis 1a was thus rejected and hypothesis 1b confirmed: change in self-
efficacy is attributed not to the raise in knowledge level (hypothesis 1a) but to mastery 
experience (hypothesis 1b). This suggests that arranging a formal exam with diplomas 
for those who pass, is a better method for preparing students for the labor market as 
compared to just giving information without exam and diplomas. However, the other 
side of this result is that people who do not pass the exam, will get negative feedback 
and lose their sense of self-efficacy. This concerns particularly the WLC, because the 
exam is rather difficult to pass and the majority of the students do not pass it (from this 








The effect of Working Life Certificate on change in career self-efficacy, N=123 (only 
the values from the final step are shown)  
 Change in self-efficacy 
(T2-T1) 
 Self-efficacy (T2) 
B SE β  B SE  β 
Step 1:   Constant 2,24 0.13 ***  2,35 0.38 *** 




0.04 -.13  -0.15 0.11 -.15 
Mother tongue (EU vs. 
other) 
0.02 0.04 .05  0.04 0.11 .03 
Education 0.01 0.02 .06  0.03 0.04 .06 
Years in Finland -
0.02 
0.02 -.07  -0.05 0.06 -.07 
Age -
0.00 
0.00 -.05  -0.00 0.00 -.05 
Gender -
0.05 
0.03 -.14  -0.15 0.09 -.14 
Finnish skills 0.00 0.02 .01  0.01 0.05 .01 
T1 Self-efficacy -
0.21 
0.03 -.63***  0.37 0.08 .40*** 
Step 2:  Exam score  0.00 0.00 -.00  0.0 0.01 .00 







R2 (Step 2-3) 









Note: Gender: 0 = male; 1 = female.  






4.3 Working Life Certificate and employment 
As can be seen from the correlation matrix (Table C3, Appendix C), being employed 
three months after taking the WLC exam was associated with speaking an EU language 
as mother tongue, having lived fewer yers in Finland (see discussion in footnote 4, 
chapter 4.1), and having more positive outcome expectances. Neither exam score 
norpassing vs. failing the exam correlated with future employment status. Still, in order 
to reject hypotheses 1 a and 1b, it is necessary to examine the relationship while 
controlling for sociodemographic variables.  
Because the dependent variable “labor market status” was dichotomous (employed/not 
employed) logistic regression analysis (Field, 2009) was performed to test the 
hypothesis 2a (“Exam score predicts the labor market status (as employed vs. 
unemployed) three months after taking the test.”) and 2b (“Having the possibility to 
present the WLC diploma in a work interview predicts future labor market outcome (as 
employed vs. unemployed) three monts after taking the test.”). Similarly to the analysis 
with self-efficacy, the analysis was done stepwise first controlling for place of 
residence, gender, age, education, and Finnish skills (Table 5), then adding the variable 
exam score (hypothesis 2a) and finally including also the variable pass/fail (hypothesis 
2b).  
All assumptions for regression analysis were met as it was discussed before (see chapter 
3.4), but all but one of the confidence intervals were below 1 (see Table 5), which 
means that the results are not completely trustworthy (Field, 2009, p. 289). Also the 
model fit indeces signaled that that the model fit was bad  (Hosmer&Lemenshow = .42, 
χ2(11)=13,61, p = .26) and the model could predict only on average 12% of all the 
variance in future employment status (R
2
: Cox&Snell = .09; Nagelkerke = .14)
8
. This 
result was surprising considering that most of the predictors used in the model have 
commonly been argued to determine success in the labor market.  
                                                 
 
8
  Cox & Snell takes into account also the sample size, but cannot achieve the value of 1. The Nagelkerke 






In the first step (see Table 5) only two variables emerged as significant predictors of 
future emplyoment status. Having an EU language as mother tongue increased the odds 
of finding employment by 4,01 (p = .025) as compared to other groups. Also each year 
the respondent had lived in Finland decreased the odds of being employed by 0,45 (p = 
.047). In the contrary to the expectations, job search behavior after taking the WLC 
exam did not predict future employment status.  
The WLC exam score was added into the model in the second step after the 
sociodemographic variables (see Table 5). However, exam score turned out not to be 
significant and as a conclusion hypothesis 2a was rejected, meaning that the WLC exam 
score does not predict future labor market status three months after taking the test. 
To test hypothesis 2b the variable “pass/fail” was added into the model in the third step 
(see Table 5). Equally, passing (or failing) the exam did not predict future employment 
status after controlling for sociodemoraphic variables and test score. Thus also the 
hypothesis 2b was rejected. The analysis was repeated also without non-significant 
sociodemographic variables, but the hypotheses remained rejected. 
It is worrieng that mother tongue had such a strong effect. As Finnish skills, years lived 
in Finland, education, age, sex and even WLC score have been controlled for, there 
surfaces a question whether the difference in employment is due to discrimination based 
on similarity of appearance (Russians and Europeans look more Finnish than the people 








The effect of exam score and receiving diploma on future employment status in logistic 
regression analysis (N=151) (only the values in the third step are shown) 
   95% CI for Odds Ratio 
B (SE)  Lower Odds 
Ratio 
Upper 
Step 1:  Constant 0.36 (1.75)   1.43  
Mother Tongue: EU vs. Other 1.40 (0.63)  1.19 4.07* 13.95 
Mother Tongue: Russian vs. Other 0.56 (0.65)  0.49 1.73 6.26 
Education 0.17 (0.26)  0.72 1.19 1.97 
Years in Finland -0.79 (0.40)  0.21 0.45* 0.99 
Age 0.01 (0.03)  0.96 1.01 1.06 
Sex (1=woman; 0=man) -0.19 (0.49)  0.32 0.83 2.15 
Finnish skills 0.34 (0.34)  0.73 1.41 2.73 
Helsinki  0.63 (0.55)  0.64 1.88 5.48 
Job search behavior at T3 -0.28 (0.26)  0.45 0.76 1.27 
Step 2:  WLC Score -0.09 (0.05)  0.83 0.91 1.01 
Step 3:  Pass/Fail 0.96 (0.66)  0.72 2.92 9.55 
 
Note: * = p < .05 
R
2
= .09 (Cox & Snell); .14 (Nagelkerke). Model: χ2(11)=13,61, p < .26; Hosmer & Lemeshow:.42   
 
In hypotheses 3a and 3b it was proposed that because of the limited possibilities of an 
individual job seeker to influence the general labor market situation, a better outcome 
variable (instead of the future labor market status) might be an increase in the frequency 
of job search behavior. Contrary to expectations, the mean scores at Times 1 and 3 (see 
Table 4) showed that the frequency of job search behavior actually declined during the 
intervention. Also, the correlation matrix showed that good performance in the WLC 
exam correlated negatively with change in job search behavior from T1 to T3. However, 
to reject hypotheses 3a and 3b, it was necessary to study these relationships while 
controlling for other intervening variables. 
Stepwise OLS-regression was used in the same manner as in the analysis of self-





score predicts increase in the frequency of job search behavior.”) from those of  
mastery experience (hypothesis 3b, “Having mastery experience in the form of passing 
the WLC exam predicts increase in the frequency of job search behavior.”). Similarly to 
the analysis of hypothesis 1, both the raw change score of job change behavior (T3-T1) 
and pure T3 outcome score with T1 score as control variable (1994) were used as 
outcomes variables in two different analyses. 
All the assumptions for regression analysis were met. The results (Table 6) show that 
the model with change scores had much better fit (F(11,127)=11.84***) and explained 
more (R
2
 = .51; adj.R
2
 = .46; R
2∆ = .00, ns.) of the total variance of change in the 
frequency of job search behavior than the model with only the T3 exam score 
(F(11,127)=2.33*; R
2
 = .17; adj.R
2
 = .10; R
2∆ = .00, ns.). In both models the first step 
with only sociodemographic variables and T1 job search behavior had the best fit, but 
also the models in final step proved significant. Because the final models are 
theoretically more interesting, they are used instead of the first step models. 
In the first step only place of residence (and of course T1 job search behavior) emerged 
as significant: those living in the capital area increased their frequency of job search 
behavior more as compared to those living in the rest of Finland. In the second step, 
after controlling for sociodemographic variables and prior to frequency of job search 
behavior, a high score in the WLC exam did not predict the change in job search 
behavior in neither of the models and thus hypothesis 3a was rejected. Furthermore, in 
the third step passing or failing the exam proved equally non-significant and  also 
hypothesis 3b was rejected. 
It can be thus concluded that neither high level of knowledge (hypothesis 3a) nor 
mastery experience (hypothesis 3b) had any effect on the frequency of job search 
behavior. In other words, success in the WLC exam does not make people seek work 
more intensively. However, it does not have the opposite effect either, although this was 








Effect of WLC on job search behavior  
 Change in job search 
behavior (T3-T1) 
 Job search behavior 
 (T3) 
B SE β  B SE β 
Step 1:   Constant 3.77 2.36 *  0.82 0.54  
Mother tongue (Russian 
vs. other) 
0.45 0.89 .04  0.15 0.20 .08 
Mother tongue (EU vs. 
other) 
1.64 0.99 .12  0.28 0.23 .11 
Years in Finland 0.25 0.49 .04  0.15 0.11 .12 
Education 0.12 0.37 .03  -0.03 0.08 -.04 
Finnish skills 0.34 0.46 .05  0.02 0.11 .02 
Gender -1.04 0.70 -.10  -0.05 0.16 -.03 
Age -0.02 0.04 -.03  -0.01 0.01 -.07 
Helsinki vs. Finland 1.60 0.74 0.14*  0.35 0.17 .18* 
T1 Job search behavior -3.44 0.32 -.72***  0.25 0.07 .30*** 
Step 2:  Exam score  -0.04 0.07 -.07  0.00 0.02 -.03 







R2  (Step2-Step3) 









Note: Gender: 0 = male; 1 = female.  
* = significant at the .05 level; *** = significant at the .001 level. 
 
 
4.4 The role of perceived discrimination 
At T3 the respondents were asked about their experiences of discrimination in the labor 
market. The results show (see Table 7), that experiences of discrimination were most 





experienced discrimination at least once. This is somewhat less, than in studies by 
Jasinskaja-Lahti, Liebkind and Vesala (2002), and Jaakkola (2000). The difference is 
probably due to the differences in sampling. The samples in the earlier studies consisted 
of random samples from the biggest immigrant groups in Finland, whereas the sample 
in this study consists of immigrants in labor market training with markedly little labor 
market experience (29% had never applied for a job and ~65% had never worked in 
Finland) and hence with fewer possibilities for experiencing labor market 
discrimination. In addition, 14% of the respondents who had worked in Finland had 
experiences of discrimination in situations of promotion and 17 had experienced 
harassment at work, most commonly by a colleague. 
 
Table 7 
Perceived discrimination in various situations, N (%) 
 I have applied for a job (71%) / worked 
(~35%) in Finland 
Never 







N (%*)   
Recruitment 77 (62) 29 (23) 8 (7) 10 (8) 
Promotion 89 (86) 13 (13) 1 (1) - 
Lay-off 110 (93) 8 (7) - - 
Harassment 
By whom?                              Yes (N): 
- Supervisor                                      8 
- Colleague/s                                  17 
- Client/s                                           7  
- Somebody else                               2  
 
101 (84) 14 (12) 4 (3) 2 (2) 
*=percentage of those respondents who had applied for a job (recruitment discrimina-






Because discrimination in recruitment has a potential role in hindering labor market 
integration, the fourth hypothesis was that “Perceived discrimination moderates the 
relationship between job search behavior and labor market status (as employed vs. un-
employed)”. The correlation matrix (Table C3, see Appendix C) showed that 
recruitment discrimination (T3) correlated basically with nothing, except for (strangely) 
T2 job search behavior (.22, p = .038). The relationship was positive, meaning that the 
more frequently people looked for a job at T2, the more they had experienced discrimi-
nation at T3. It is remarkable that there was no relationship between perceived 
discrimination and different sociodemographic variables, as it has been found in many 
other studies (Aalto, Larja, Liebkind, 2010) that discrimination is often intersectional, 
meaning that, for example, immigrant women are discriminated more than men (or vice 
versa). Based on this data it seems, however, that there are no sociodemographic 
differences in the experience of recruitment discrimination.  
To test hypothesis 4 an interaction term between T3 job search behavior and perceived 
recruitment discrimination was created by centering first both variables so that their 
means are zero and then multiplying them with each other, as suggested by Tabachnick 
and Fidell (2007, p. 157-158). Logistic regression was used as the outcome was 
dichotomous (not/emploeyd). Regression was performed stepwise to control first for the 
effects of sociodemographic variables. All assumptions for regression analysis were met 
(see chapter 3.4).  
The results (see Table 8) show that the variables could not predict future employment 
status very well (χ2(11)=11,46, p = .32) although the model fit was acceptable 
(Hosmer&Lemenshow = .20). Variables in the third step explained ~15% of the total 
variance in employment status (R
2
: Cox&Snell = .12; Nagelkerke = .19). 
Sociodemographic variables were controlled for in the first step but none of them 
emerged as significant. In the second step T3 job search behavior and perceiveid 
recruitment discrimination were added but neither was significant. The interaction term 
was included in the third step, but that too was non-significant. Because of small sample 
size in this analysis (N=103, analyses are run pairwise) the analysis was rerun without 
as well as with only a few sociodemographic variables in order to assure sufficient 






As a conclusion, also the fourth hypothesis was rejected, meaning that perceived 
discrimination does not moderate the relationship between job search behavior and 
labor market status three months after taking the WLC exam. Based on the results for 
hypothesis 2 (see chapter 4.3) it seemed, however, that Asian, Middle-Eastern and 
African language speakers would encounter discrimination. Consequently, it seems that 
the experience of discrimination and de facto discrimination do not necessarily coincide. 
Much of discrimination is also structural and hence difficult to become aware of. 
 
Table 8 








Step 1:   Constant 0.66 (1.87)  1.93  
Mother tongue: EU (vs. Other) 1.26 (0.72) 0.85 3.51 14.45 
Mother tongue: Russian (vs. Other) 0.25 (0.63) 0.37 1.28 4.42 
Education -0.02 (0.26) 0.59 0.98 1.62 
Years in Finland -0.82 (0.49) 0.17 0.44 1.14 
Age 0.00 (0.03) 0.95 1.00 1.07 
Sex (1=woman, 0=man) 0.24 (0.58) 0.41 1.27 3.91 
Finnish -0.50 (0.41) 0.28 0.61 1.35 
Helsinki vs. Finland 0.13 (0.65) 0.32 1.14 4.03 
Step 2:   Job search behavior, T3 -0.09 (0.08) 0.77 0.91 1.1 
Perceived discrimination in recruit-
ment, T3  
0.02 (0.28) 0.59 1.02 1.77 
Step 3:   Job search x discrimination, T3 -0.05 (0.09) 0.88 1,05 1.24 
Note: * = p < .05, ** = p <.01, *** = p < .001. 
R
2
: Cox & Snell = .12; Nagelkerke = .19. Model χ
2






4.5 The role of acculturation strategies on labor market 
outcomes 
As shown in Table 4, the acculturation patterns of the participants follow the results 
reported in other literature (Navas, Rojas, García, & Pumares, 2007). In general, 
integration, i.e. a combination of both cultures, is preferred as the mean scores are all 
above the midpoint of 3. As expected, in the family context the means (both actual and 
ideal) are higher for country of origin culture than Finnish family culture. Conversely, 
in the work context Finnish work culture yields higher means (both actual and ideal) 
than country of origin work culture. The pattern is similar in both actually adopted and 
ideally preferred behavior, but all mean scores are a little higher within ideally preferred 
acculturation. 
The correlation matrix (see Table C3, Appendix C) shows that four out of a total of 
eight acculturation items correlate positively with job search related action planning. 
Also actual adoption of the country of origin work culture correlates positively with 
good scores in the WLC exam and the desired to maintain of the country of origin work 
culture correlated with T2 job search behavior. However, none of the acculturation 
items is related to future labor market status. To further examine the fifth hypothesis 
(“Adoption (or desire to adopt) of Finnish work culture at T1 predicts employment at T3.”) 
logistic regression analysis was used, as the outcome variable was dichotomous 
(not/employed).  
The variables were treated as continuous and independent dimensions as suggested by 
Arends-Tóth (2006) instead of splitting them into four categories of integration, 
separation, assimilation and marginalization. In addition, interaction terms were created 
to examine whether some combination of different dimensions (such as both Finnish 
and country of origin work culture) was a better predictor than any one dimension 
alone. In order to avoid the problems of multicollinearity caused by having interaction 
terms in the analysis, all acculturation items were centered (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007, 
p. 157). Centering was done for all acculturation variables by subtracting the mean of all 
respondents from the values of each respondent, so that all means became zero. 
Regression was run stepwise (see Table 9). First, all sociodemographic variables (step 





employment non-significantly. Furthermore, none of the predictors was significant in 
the second step, but in the first step (including only demographic variables) having an 
EU-language as mother tongue increased the odds for being employed by 3.5. However, 
none of the acculturation variables was significant, neither with nor without the 
demographic variables, and thus hypothesis 5 was rejected: adoption of Finnish work 
culture did not increase the probability of finding employment.  Although not 
significant, it can be seen also from the size of odds ratios that the expectation of 
assimilation being the best strategy for acculturation in the public sphere 
(~employment) does not seem plausible, as separation in the public sphere 
(endorsement of work culture from the country of origin) yields the highest values. In 
the light of the literature on acculturation, these trends seem very puzzling. 
Finally, the interaction terms  were entered into the analysis in step 3 (see Table 9). The 
model was still not significant (χ2=20,36 (16), p = .20; Hosmer & Lemeshow = .38) and 
explained ca. 20% of the variance in employment at T3 (R
2
: Cox&Snell = .17; 
Nagelkerke = .27). However, some of the interactions emerged as significant. The 
interaction of Finnish work and family culture was marginally significant (p = .07) with 
an odds ratio of 0.65 entailing that a very strong assimilation pattern decreases the odds 
of being emplyoed at T3 by 35%. This seems to be in line with the results in the second 
step, where, surprisingly, endorsing the work culture of the country of origin yielded the 
highest odds ratios for prediction of future labor market status.  
Even more interestingly, however, just as hypothesized (H6) the interaction between 
Finnish work culture and the family culture of the country of origin was clearly 
significant (p = .016) increasing the odds of being emplyoed at T3 by 84%. To further 
interpret the interaction a plot was created following instructions by Aiken and West 
(1991) using a software from Dawson (2010). As it can be seen from the plot (see 
Figure 9), endorsement of Finnish work culture had a negative effect on later labor 
market status only when it was combined with low levels of adopting the family culture 
of country of origin. Vice versa, the combination of adoption of Finnish work culture 
together with strong family culture from the country of origin resulted in very positive 
labor market outcomes. Thus, hypothesis 6 (“Positive relationship between adoption of 
Finnish work culture and success in the labor market is moderated by maintenance of 





people who have maintained (or desire to maintain) the country of origin family 
culture.”) was confirmed9. Interactions between other acculturation dimensions were 
tested too, but they were not statistically significant. To increase statistiscal power and 
better model fit the analysis was run also without demographic variables and non-
significant interactions. This, however, did not increase effect sizes and did not make 
the model as whole better (χ2 remained non-significant). (Dawson & Richter, 2006) 
These results are only partly in line with the literature that emphasizes the need for 
assimilation in the public sphere (e.g. labor market) and separation in private life (e.g. 
family). Although expected on the basis of the research literature, adoption of Finnish 
work culture could not alone predict succesfull labor market outcomes. No previous 
results on interactions between acculturation orientations in different contexts on 
various acculturation outcomes were found in the literature review, but based on these 
results it seems that it is the combination of acculturaion strategies adopted in public 
and private domains that matters.   
As a conclusion,  hypothesis 5 was rejected, i.e. adoption of Finnish work culture at T1 
does not predict positive labor market outcomes at T3. In contrast, hypothesis 6 was 
confirmed implying that the combination of high values on both adoption of Finnish 
work culture and country of origin family culture at T1 does predict positive labor 
market outcomes at T3. 
 
  
                                                 
 
9
 For results regarding ideally preferred (desired) behavior (instead of actually adopted), see further below 






The effect of acculturation strategies on future labor market status (N=111/107) 
 Actual acculturation  Desired acculturation 
 
B (SE) 
95% CI for Odds Ratio  
B (SE) 











Step 1:   Constant -2.24 (2.16)     -2.66 (2.28)  0.07  
Years in Finland -0.67 (0.53) 0.18 .510 1.44  -0.53 (0.49) 1.53 0.59 1.53 
Helsinki vs. Finland 0.67 (0.81) 0.40 1.944 9.47  -0.08 (0.87) 5.04 0.92 5.04 
Mother tongue: Russian 
(vs. Other 
0.17 (0.79) 0.25 1.180 5.51 
 
0.26 (0.77) 5.83 1.29 5.83 
Mother tongue: EU (vs. 
Other) 
0.97 (0.79) 0.57 2.634 12.30 
 
1.21 (0.73) 13.98 3.36 13.98 
Sex (1=woman; 0=man) 0.43 (0.70) 0.39 1.533 6.00  -0.22 (0.63) 2.78 0.80 2.78 
Education -0.03 (0.32) 0.52 .967 1.80  -0.02 (0.32) 1.83 0.98 1.83 
Age -0.02 (0.04) 0.92 .985 1.05  -0.00 (0.04) 1.07 1.00 1.07 
Finnish 0.50 (0.47) 0.66 1.647 4.12  0.67 (0.45) 4.69 1.95 4.69 
Step 2:   Accult. 1: c. of o. / work 0.44 (0.34) 0.80 1.555 3.01  0.15 (0.38) 2.42 1.16 2.42 
Accult. 2: c. of o. / family 0.24 (0.36) 0.63 1.268 2.55  0.08 (0.40) 2.36 1.08 2.36 
Accult. 3: Finland / work 0.25 (0.34) 0.66 1.281 2.49  -0.38 (0.50) 1.81 0.69 1.81 
Accult. 4: Finland / family 0.00 (0.36) 0.49 1.000 2.02  0.24 (0.41) 2.81 1.27 2.81 
Step 3:   Accult 1 x 2 -0.35 (0.27) 0.42 .707 1.21  0.07 (0.27) 1.82 1.07 1.82 
Accult 3 x 4 -0.43 (0.24) 0.41 .651† 1.04  0.70 (0.36) 4.12 2.02* 4.12 
Accult 1 x 3 0.07 (0.31) 0.58 1.075 1.99  -0.06 (0.36) 1.92 0.94 1.92 
Accult 2 x 3 0.61 (0.25) 1.12 1.835* 3.01  -0.88 (0.42) 0.95 0.42* 0.95 
Note: c. of o. = country of origin 
† = p < .07; * = p < .05; only the 
values from the third step are 
shown.  
 
χ2(16)=20.360. p < .20; 
Hosmer&Lemeshow = .38; 
R2 = .17 (Cox&Snell) or .27 (Nagelkerke) 
 
 
χ2(16)=17.589 p < .35; Hosmer&Lemeshow 
= .50; 








Note: The values of the dependent variable (employment) are inaccurate because the control variables are 
not included in the plot. However, the pattern is still correct. c. of o. = country of origin 
Figure 9. Effect of actual endorsement of Finnish work culture (T1) on employment 
(T3) by endorsement of country of origin family culture (using standardized values). 
 
In addition to the actual behavior in the field of work and family culture presented in the 
analysis above, Navas highlights the importance of studying the desire to pursue certain 
cultural behaviors. In order to answer the explorative question (“Are H5 and H6 equally 
valid for actually adopted and ideally preferred strategies?”) the same kind of analysis 
was conducted with the acculturation items measuring desired acculturation with 
stepwise regression and interaction terms between various acculturation domains. The 
items in the scale are otherwise the same as in the previous analysis but the respondents 
are instructed to mark how much they wish to either hold on to their cultural patterns 
from the country of origin or adopt the habit of Finnish culture, instead of actually doing 
this.  
The results are shown next to the results of the previous analysis in the Table 9. As it 
can be seen from the table, again, of all predictors only the interactions were statistically 
significant, although the directions seem in be to opposite directions (!) as compared to 
the results with actual endorsement of cultural behavior. To help the interpretations of 
the interactions plots were created. As shown in the Figure 10, the pattern seems slightly 





work culture predicts finding employment in both groups (low and high country of 
origin family culture) but much more so among those who desire to maintain the family 
culture from the country of origin. Thus, these results strengthen the results of the pre-
vious analysis. 
 
Note: The values of the dependent variable (employment) are inaccurate because the control variables are 
not included in the plot. However, the pattern is still correct. c. of o. = country of origin 
Figure 10. Effect of desired endorsement of Finnish work culture (T1) on employment 
(T3) by endorsement of country of origin family culture (using standardized values). 
 
A plot was created also to illustrate the other significant interaction, the one between 
Finnish work and family culture (see Figure 11). As shown in the figure, high values in 
desired Finnish work culture predicted employment only in combination with high 
values in desired Finnish family culture. With low values in Finnish family culture, the 







Note: The values of the dependent variable (employment) are inaccurate because the control 
variables are not included in the plot. However, the pattern is still correct. c. of o. = country of origin 
 
Figure 11. Effect of desired endorsement of Finnish work culture (T1) on employment 
(T3) by endorsement Finnish family culture (using standardized values). 
 
Hence, to answer the explorative question, it seems that H5 and H6 in deed are equally 
valid for actually adopted and ideally preferred strategies. Either actual adoption of or 
wish to adopt Finnish work culture does not predict future labor market alone, but only 
when combined with either actually or ideally preserved country of origin family 
culture.  
The second interaction signaled also that actual adoption or wish to adopt Finnish work 
culture can be succesfull labor market strategy also with strong desire for Finnish 
family culture. Thus, the most important seem to be not necessarily the whether the 
family culture represents country of origin or Finnish culture but the existence of family 
culture per se. It may be that people who report low values in both kinds of family 
culture may not have their families with them in Finland and hence lack a support 
network which probably is makes them more vulnerable to depression during the 







4.6 The relative contribution of different predictors on 
labor market outcomes 
Next the attention was turned to the second explorative question “Which one of the 
following variables predicts best job search behavior and labor market status: self-
efficacy, outcome expectances, action planning, or coping planning?”. The correlation 
matrix (see Table C3, Appendix C) shows that only outcome expectances was 
associated with future employment status. To control for the effects of sociodemo-
graphic variables and intercorrelations among predictors the question was analyzed 
using regression analysis. 
From the part of future labor market status (not/employed) the question was examined 
by conducting first two logistic regression analyses using forced entry (with and without 
sociodemographic variables) predicting future labor market status. Because of the ex-
plorative nature of this question, the analysis was run also using stepwise regression 
(backward LR and forward LR, Field, 2009, p. 213; 279), but the results did not change 
markedly and are not reported here.  
Of the sociodemographic variables only years lived in Finland was significant and was 
thus retained in the model (Table 10). For the final model the non-significant 
sociodemographic variables were removed from the analysis. The model without 
sociodemographic variables turned out to be significant (χ2(6) = 15,32; p < .02; 
Hosmer&Lemeshow = .41) explaining around 15% of the variance in labor market 
status (R
2: 
Cox & Snell = .13; Nagelkerke = .21). Of all the predictors, however, only 
outcome expectances was significant, in accordance with the intercorrelations between 
variables. Odds ratio for outcome expectances was 4,85 meaning that persons with more 
positive outcome expectances had almost five times higher odds of being employed 








The relative effect of self-efficacy, outcome expectances, motivation, action planning 
and coping planning on future employment status (N=111) 
 
B (SE) 
95% CI for Odds Ratio 
Lower Odds Ratio Upper 
Step 1: Constant -2.71 (3,97)  0.07  
Years in Finland -0.76 (0.47) 0.21 0.47† 1.06 
Step 2: T1 Self-efficacy -0.86 (0.57) 0.26 0.43 1.30 
T2 Self-efficacy -0.11 (0.64) 0.14 0.90 3.13 
T2 Action planning -0.13 (0.36) 0.44 0.88 1.74 
T2 Coping planning -0.01 (0.35) 0.51 1.01 2.00 
T2 Outcome expectances 1.59 (0.60) 1.52 4.85** 15.51 
χ2(6)=15.32, p < .02; Hosmer&Lemeshow = .41; R2: Cox&Snell = .13; Nagelkerke = .21 
† = p < .07;  ** = p < .01 
  
The same question was then explored also with job search behavior at T2, T3 and T3-T2 
change as an outcome. The analyses were done using OLS-regression as the outcome 
variables were continuous. It turned out that except for some sociodemographic 
variables (place of residence; mother tongue; sex; age; Finnish) none of the predictors 
emerged significant for T2 job search behavior. T1 self-efficacy was closest with a 
small effect size of 0.22 (p = .07). For the T3 job search behavior none of the 
sociodemographic nor actual predictors was significant. Strangely, however, as shown 
in Table 11, when tested with the Time 2-3 change in job search behavior, job search 
related coping planning emerged significant (p = .01) indicating that when the score on 
coping planning scale (five point Likert) rises by one, the change in job search behavior 
increases by 23%. Also the outcome expectances was rather close to being significant (p 
= .07). Of all the different models presented with job search behavior, only this last one 
could significantly predict the outcome (F(7) = 2.15, p = .047), explaining 8% (R
2
adj. = 
.08) of the variance in the change of job search behavior from time 2 to time 3.  
This result is difficult to interpret: what does it mean that making coping plans does not 
predict job search behavior, neither at time 2 nor at time 3 job, but predicts change in 





how to cope with arising difficulties in the job search are not necessarily more active or 
passive in searching for a job than other people but rather become more active. Making 
good coping plans can thus transform people into more active job seekers.  
 
Table 11 
The relative contribution of different predictors on change (T3-T1) in job search 
behavior (N=97) 
 B SE B β 
Step 1: Constant 4.54 0.69 *** 
 Mother tongue (Russian vs. other) -0.32 0.15 -.24* 
 Mother tongue (EU vs. other) -0.12 0.19 -.07 
Step 2: T1 Outcome expectances 0.20 0.11 .19† 
 T1 Self-efficacy -0.13 0.15 -.10 
 T2 Self-efficacy -0.12 0.17 -.09 
 T2 Action planning -0.09 0.08 -.12 





 adj. = .08; ∆R2  (Step2-Step3) = .12*; F(96) = 2.15* 
†= p < .07, *= p < .05, ** = p < .01, *** = p < .001 
 
The first explorative question it can thus be tentatively answered by concluding that 
with regard to the labor market status outcome expectances was the only and thus also 
the most important predictor. With regrads to job search behavior none of the variables 
was very important, but coping planning had some significance, although its role was 
somewhat ambiguous. 
 
4.7 The process model of job search behavior change 
Hypothesis 7 predicted that “either mastery experience (measured as passing the WLC 
exam) or increase in knowledge (measured as a high exam score in the WLC exam) will 





and WLC  will then together predict the construction of more detailed action and 
coping plans for the job search at T2, which, in turn, will lead to a higher frequency of 
job search behaviors at T3”. To test this hypothesis structural equation modeling 
(SEM) was applied, because it allows testing path models that include various 
dependent (and independent) variables (Ullman, 2007, p. 676) (Schumacker & Lomax, 
2004, p. 2). SEM is well suited also for examining longitudinal quasi-experimental 
hypotheses such as those in this study because mediational processes can be tested by 
using multiple dependent variables. The longitudinal design together with SEM allows 
for drawing causal conclusions from the results.  (Ullman, 2007.)  
SEM allows for using confirmatory factor analysis together with multiple regression 
analysis, to test measurement models and path models simultaneously. In other words, 
we can examine how sets of variables (e.g. items/questions) define constructs (e.g. self-
efficacy) and how these constructs are related to each other (e.g., causally). However, 
this kind of analysis requires a rather big sample, as the number of variables increases 
rapidly when the confirmatory factor analysis is added to the regression analysis. 
Having, for example, five constructs (self-efficacy, action planning, etc.) in a model 
adds up to only five variables, but if all the individual items are to be analyzed as well, 
the number of variables increases to 41 (~8 items in each scale). Using the rule of 
having 10-15 cases for each variable, a sample size between 410 and 615 would be 
required. As the sample used in this study consists of only 174 respondents, it was not 
possible to do SEM with both a measurement model and a path model, so only the path 
model was chosen, as it requires a minimum of only 75 cases. In addition, in this study 
the validity of the constructs has been tested already separately using explorative factor 
analysis before computing the index scores for each (latent) variable. (Schumacker & 
Lomax, 2004, p. 49.) 
SEM was conducted using Amos software, which uses full information maximum like-
lihood estimation in the presence of missing data, so it does not impute or replace values 
for missing data (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004, p. 26). To calculate Modification Indices 
that help in adjusting the model, no missing data are allowed, however. For the latter 
analysis missing values were imputed using regression imputation by Amos 





(with 2000 bootstrap samples and confidence intervals of 95%) was applied (Keer, van 
den Putte, & Neijens, 2010; MacKinnon, Lockwood, & Williams, 2004). 
 
4.7.1 HAPA model in prediction of T3 job search behavior 
Hypothesis 7 was tested first from the part of mastery experiences (passing vs. failing 
the WLC exam). A path model with variables passing vs. failing the exam, self-efficacy, 
outcome expectances, self-efficacy and action and coping planning as predictors and job 
search behavior as an outcome was constructed. Also the level of self-efficacy at T2 
was included in order to study whether there would be any observable change in the 
level of self-efficacy due the WLC.  
The only modification suggested by modification indices was a link between the error 
terms of action and coping planning, implying that there is a third factor that affects 
action and coping planning instead of self-efficacy and in addition to outcome 
expectances. After adding this link the model fit improved significantly. Another model 
modification was also tried by eliminating self-efficacy from the model (as it did not 
have significant relationship with any of the variables), but the model fit for the model 
without self-efficacy was not as good as for the one with self-efficacy, and thus self-
efficacy was retained in the final model.  
The resulting model had good fit (χ2 = 3,08(2), p = .21; RMSEA = 0,06; CFI = 0,99 
;TLI = -0,82) indicating that job search behavior can well be predicted with this model 
(Arbuckle & Wothke, 1999, Appendix C; Schumacker & Lomax, 2004, p. 160).  In this 
model (see Figure 12 and Table C4) there was clear path from outcome expectances to 
action planning (β = .30, p = .000) and a weaker path to coping planning (β = .15, p = 
.056). Action and coping planning were correlated with each other (r = .22, p = .010), 
but self-efficacy and outcome expectances not. Contrary to hypothesis 7, however, the 
paths from action or coping planning to job search behavior were not significant. 
Passing vs. failing the WLC exam did, however, predict making more detailed action 
plans and increased self-efficacy. 
When examining the indirect effects (see Table C4) of outcome expectances through 





was very small (β = .01) and it insignificant (p = .512). Furthermore, no indirect effects 
were found from passing vs. failing the WLC exam (β = .03, p =. 149) or from self-
efficacy (β = .06, p = .067) to job search behavior.  
From the point of view of assessing hypothesis 7, these results indicate that the process 
model of behavior change has some value, as, for example, having positive expectances 
of the outcomes of job search activities (outcome expectances) at T1 predicts making 
more detailed action and coping plans at T2. However, none of the concepts has power 
to predict Time 3 job search behavior and no mediations could be observed, which 
makes the theory of behavior change controversial. Interestingly, the effect of passing 
the exam had a positive, although weak, effect on both self-efficacy and making action 
plans.  
 Time 1     Time 2   Time3 
Note: E =error; † p < .08, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Only significant paths are 
shown. χ 2= 3,08 (2), p = .21; RMSEA=0,06; CFI=0,98 ;TLI=-0,82   
Figure 12. The process model of behavior change in the context of job search behavior 
with direct paths from T1 to T3 and variable pass/fail WLC (N=146). 
Next, according to hypothesis 7, the same model but with the variable WLC exam score 
instead of passing vs. failing the exam was applied. For this model the model fit was 
very good (χ2=2,17(2), p = .34; RMSEA=0,02; CFI=1,00 ;TLI=0,97), but the effect 
sizes were smaller than in the previous model and WLC score (unlike passing vs. failing 





from the part that the level of knowledge in work culture and labor market legislation 
would have an effect on job search behavior trough self-efficacy, and action or coping 
planning. Except for the part of WLC exam score not being significant predictor, the 
results of this model were very similar with the first model and thus are not presented 
here in more detail.  
 
4.7.2 HAPA model in prediction of change in job search behavior 
Finally, to further examine the change in job search behavior due to the participation in 
the WLC exam also the variable job search behavior at T1 was added to the model. Like 
this the model becomes more dynamic and no more predicts the frequency of job search 
behavior at T3 but the de-/increase in the frequency of job search behavior between T1 
and T3. 
The results for this model (see Figure 13 and Table C5) reveal again the pattern already 
observed in Figure 12: there is a clear path from outcome expectances to action 
planning, which then correlates with coping planning. The mediation from outcome 
expectances through action and coping planning to increased job search behavior 
appears now marginally significant. The indirect effects from self-efficacy (β = .04, p = 
.26, see Table C5), passing vs. failing the exam (β = .02, p = .28) and also from the 
outcome expectances (β = .00, p = .73) (through action and coping planning or self-
efficacy) to job search behavior remain, however, insignificant implying that there are 
no mediatory relationships.  
The upper part of Figure 13 shows that, again, the self-efficacy is not connected to job 
search behavior in any way and thus does not support the model outlined in hypothesis 
7. However, passing the exam is related to increase in self-efficacy (marginally 
significant) but not anymore to making of action plans as it still was in the previous 
model (Figure 12). Furthermore, the fit indices for this model are bad (χ2=21,58(8), p = 
.006; RMSEA = 0,11; CFI = 0,83 ;TLI = 0,40) meaning that adding the T1 level of job 























Note: E =error; †=p < .10, *=p < .05, **=p < .01, ***=p < .001. Only significant paths are 
shown.  χ 2= 21,58 (8), p = .006; RMSEA=0,11; CFI=0,83 ;TLI=0,40 
Figure 13. The process model for job search change (N=134).  
 
Again, the same model was tested also using WLC exam score instead of passing vs. 
failing the exam. For the initial model the model fit was bad (χ2=4,60(6), p = .596; 
RMSEA=0,00; CFI=1,00; TLI=1,09), but after adding paths from T1 job search beha-
vior to exam score and T2 self-efficacy as it was suggested in modification indices, the 
model fit improved (χ2=21,28(8), p = .006; RMSEA=0,11*; CFI=0,83 ;TLI=0,39),  but, 
again, WLC exam score had no paths to other variables. Again, hypothesis 7 was 
rejected from the part that the level of knowledge in work culture and labor market 
legislation would have an effect on change in job search behavior trough self-efficacy, 
action or coping planning. Being non-significant and similar to the previous models, the 






4.7.3 The path from job search behavior to future labor market status 
Because SEM on Amos cannot be run using binary dependent variables, employment at 
T3 could not be included in the model as the final outcome after job sear behavior at T3. 
Instead, the path from job search behavior to finding employment was examined using 
logistic regression analysis. As was evident already from the correlation matrix (see 
Table C3, Appendix C) and in the analysis testing hypothesis 4 on perceived 
discrimination, job search behavior did not predict future employment status. The 
analyses were run stepwise controlling first for sociodemographic variables and 
separately with T1, T2 and T3 job search behavior. Job search behavior was also 
recoded into a binary variable so that those people who had reported having done 
practically nothing (average number of job search behaviors between zero and 1,5) were 
coded as zero and those people who had done at least something (mean over 1,5 
behaviors) were coded as 1. However, none of the binary variables (T1, T2, or T3) were 
significant as predictors of future employment status. Furthermore, as some job search 
behavior may be more important (e.g. sending work applications) from the point of 
view of finding employment than others (e.g. just reading job ads in newspapers), the 
analysis was run also separately with individual job search items instead of an index 
score. However, of all 9 items the only significant predictor of future employment status 
was having visited job interviews, which actually does not depend on individual’s own 
initiative and is thus not very helpful information.   
Hence, it was clearly shown that the frequency of job search behavior does not predict 
finding employment, which is a rather discouraging result from the perspective of the 
participants in the study. The focus of the process model is, however, in the change of 
people’s behavior, not its outcomes, because often the outcomes are dependent also on 
other external factors outside individual’s control (e.g. economic depression, 
discrimination). Therefore it is best to assess the value of an intervention separately 
from the point of view of the individuals own behavior and from the perspective of 






4.7.4 Conclusions on hypothesis 7 
To conclude from the results of all different models presented in this chapter it can be 
said that hypothesis 7 was only partly supported. In both models there was a clear path 
from T1 outcome expectances to T2 action planning, which then was correlated with T2 
coping planning. This means that, just as hypothesized, positive expectances with regard 
to the outcomes of different kinds of job search activities will lead the person to form 
more detailed action plans on how to search for job. Detailed action plans then make the 
person also more likely to think of the possible setbacks and appropriate coping plans to 
overcome those setbacks. It remained, however, less clear whether or not the action and 
coping plans actually resulted in higher frequency of actual job search behavior.  Direct 
paths from T2 coping planning to T3 job search behavior were marginally significant in 
the latter model, but the indirect path from outcome expectances remained insignificant 
in both models. 
As predicted by hypothesis 7, passing the WLC exam (but not just having a high score) 
did increase the sense of self-efficacy, but contrary to hypothesis 7, self-efficacy did not 
have any kind of path to action or coping planning, nor to job search behavior. It thus 
seems that feeling secure about ones professional competence is boosted by passing the 
WLC exam, but has no effect on beliefs about the outcomes of job search activities, on 
plans on how to conduct the job search, or on job search behavior itself. This means that 
self-efficacy did not fit to the process model of behavior change, contrary to the 







To the best of my knowledge, this study is the first one to apply HAPA (Schwarzer, 
2008) to an unemployed immigrant population. The results showed that the model had 
some validity. Also the application of the RAEM acculturation framework (Navas et al., 
2005, 2007) in the study of the employment process is new and it yielded interesting 
results regarding the interactions between family and work culture. Finally, the study 
combined perceived discrimination to the study of the dynamic employment process, 
which has usually been subject to more static designs. A longitudinal design with panel 
data allowed drawing causal conclusions and the studying of the dynamic nature of 
behavior change. 
 
5.1 Limitations of the study 
Reemployment has primarily been studied within economics (e.g. labor market 
situation), psychology (personal beliefs and individual behavior) and sociology (demo-
graphic variables, discrimination, job mobility and social networks) (Wanberg, Hough, 
& Song, 2002). There are still very few studies combining all these three fields (ibid.) 
and also this study, representing social psychology, achieves to include only parts of 
psychology and sociology (personal beliefs, individual behavior, discrimination, 
demographic factors). It is obvious that many other important factors lie outside the 
scope of this study, particularly the more macro level indicators. For instance, it would 
have been beneficial to assess the fit between individual’s occupation and labor market 
situation within that field. Also the role of social networks and social support remained 
largely untouched. Although RAEM suggests including also the views and attitudes of 
employers and to assess their fit with those of job seekers’ (Navas et al., 2007), this 
study included only the views of job seekers leaving the participants’ surrounding social 
environment neglected. The role of these concepts is left for future research to discover. 
There were also some limitations in the reliability of the used measures. The scale for 





alpha and the items loaded very differently in factor analysis at Time 1 and Time 2
10
. 
This was unfortunate as self-efficacy played an important role in the theoretical frame-
work of the study and could not be dropped off from the study. Hence, the results 
regarding self-efficacy must be viewed cautiously. Also, the measure for job search 
behavior, although of having good Cronbach’s alpha assessed only the frequency of job 
search behavior. In various studies (Wanberg et al., 2002) is has been found that also the 
quality of applications, non-verbal skills and speaking voice in the interview situation 
are important predictors of future employment status. Moreover, the final employment 
status was self-reported, but would have been more reliable with official information 
from the records of the labor force office. Now it remained uncertain whether some 
individuals had mixed employment with internship.  
 It is very important to notice that the sample used in this study was neither randomly 
selected nor representative of the whole unemployed immigrant population in Finland. 
Instead, the participants were contacted through educational institutions and teachers of 
immigrant groups. Students (immigrants) whose teachers were willing to let their group 
participate in the study were selected into the sample. This kind of sampling can be 
described as convenience sampling and the results derived from the data cannot be 
generalized to the total population.  As described in chapter 3.2 the age and sex division 
of this sample was rather similar to the average of participants in labor market training. 
However, the sample of this study was more educated, there were more Chinese and 
less Estonians compared with all unemployed foreign nationals in Finland. There were 
also more students from Helsinki than from the rest of Finland. Another important 
difference is that all the participants were enrolled in Finnish language courses and there 
were no participants with fluent (B.2. – C.2) Finnish skills.    
Another important feature also related to the sample is that the study was conducted as a 
quasi field experiment implying that many factors could not be controlled for. Most 
importantly, it could not be controlled how important for the participants it really was to 
find employment. People in language courses are often also in need of other vocational 
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 The reason for low reliability was probably linguistic: altering the grammatical structure of the scale 
may have made understanding more difficult for the respondents who all were non-native speakers. In 





training in addition to the language course and frequently continue to further education 
instead of having the only option of having to find work. It is possible that for some 
individuals the decrease in job search frequency is due to finding another suitable 
course. This would undermine the effect of WLC on job search activity. 
Unlike to many other studies which utilize cross-sectional data, this study used 
longitudinal design (3 measurement times), which enables drawing causal conclusions 
based on the results. However, an even longer follow-up, similar to the study from 
Wanberg and colleagues (2005) with up to 10 measurement times, would obviously 
have been more preferable. This is especially true for the results concerning reemploy-
ment and the latter part of HAPA model. A longer follow-up would have increased the 
number of reemployed people and hence the statistical power of the model. In the 
present design it may be that all people did not have enough time to proceed with their 
action plans and reach the eventual outcome of finding employment. Moreover, having 
a larger share of reemployed people would have enabled assessing also the quality and 
speed of reemployment. 
 
5.2 Ethical issues 
This study relied on the ethical standards of the Academy of Finland (2003) and Finnish 
National Advisory Board on Research Ethics (2002). The study required collecting of 
human data, including processing of personal data (e.g. nationality) and tracking the 
location of participants for the follow-up. However, these aspects were duly considered 
in the following manner: caution with handling the data, informed consent based on 
adequate briefing and right to change it, lack of exploitation of the subjects and their 
time, and total confidentiality of the information given by the participants. 
The study included an intervention, the WLC training and exam, which resulted in 
decrease of self-efficacy among the participants who failed in the exam. This can be 
considered as violation of the principle of not hurting or harming the subjects (Mäkelä, 
2005). However, because the WLC intervention was not created for the purpose of this 
study, but the study was initiated to only evaluate the effects of the WLC, it cannot be 
claimed that the decrease in self-efficacy would have been caused by the study. Instead, 
the subjects would have participated (and failed) the WLC exam also in the case that 





5.3 Review of the results with respect to previous 
research literature and recommendations for the 
development of the WLC and integration training 
The Working Life Certificate (WLC) is expected to contribute to the feeling of 
mastering one’s environment. In this study that feeling was measured with a socio-
psychological scale for professional self-efficacy, which assesses the level of 
confidence a person has on her/his skills to cope in her/his job. The answer to the first 
research question “Does the WLC contribute to the feeling of mastering one‟s 
environment?” was clear after testing hypotheses 1a and 1b. The level of knowledge in 
Finnish work culture and labor legislation (H1a) does not boost self-efficacy, but, in 
accordance with hypothesis 1b, passing the WLC exam and receiving the diploma does 
contribute to self-efficacy. These results suggest that it is not the mere amount of 
information but rather the mastery experience from receiving a diploma that affects the 
feeling of mastering one’s environment (or, self-efficacy). The gloomier side of this 
result is, however, that the majority (~70%) who do not pass the exam lose some of 
their trust in their professional skills and abilities. Because of this it is recommended 
that the WLC exam would be administered only to people who have realistic 
possibilities to pass it. Alternatively, the test could be made easier to pass as the current 
threshold of 36/40 is rather demanding. Also, if the purpose of the certificate is to boost 
the participants’ self-efficacy, the results suggest that the best way to do that is not to 
demand acquisition of great amounts of information but to provide mastery experiences 
in the form of awarding diplomas
11
. 
These results are in accordance with those from the intervention by Eden and Aviram 
(1993) who managed to boost unemployed participants’ self-efficacy through an 
intervention. Eden’s and Aviram’s intervention used mastery experiences in small 
exercises, social modeling through video clips and social persuasion through 
encouragement by a trainer and peers, as suggested in the literature on self-efficacy. 
WLC worked through awarding diplomas, which may be argued to correspond mastery 
experience. Accordingly, social modeling and social persuasion could be adopted also 
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to WLC training to increase the effectiveness of the intervention. Computer based 
training program containing applications of labor legislation and work culture in the 
form of life stories of other immigrants, currently being developed by Amiedu, would 
be to the point. Also, the importance of the role of trainers in encouragement of the 
students should be developed.  
The negative part of my results, the decline in self-efficacy among those who did not 
pass the exam, could be interpreted also as “natural” decline caused by the prolonged 
time of unemployment. Similar results have been recently reported in a longitudinal 
study by Wanberg and colleagues (2005), which included no intervention. In their study 
Wanberg and colleagues called for studies that tackle the question why self-efficacy 
declines more for some individuals than for others. Based on my results and the results 
from Eden and Aviram (1993) it can be argued that people who are exposed to 
experiences involving mastery experiences, positive social models or persuasion are 
more likely to achieve stronger sense of self-efficacy. Hence, it seems that self-efficacy 
may decline due to prolonged unemployment but can also be manipulated through 
various kinds of interventions. The malleability of self-efficacy is a promising result as 
high self-efficacy is associated to good mental health (McKee-Ryan et al., 2005) and, 
although the link remained weak in this study, in other studies also a link to more 
frequent job search behavior has been demonstrated (Eden & Aviram, 1993; Kanfer et 
al., 2001; Wanberg et al., 2005). It is thus possible to promote mental health and job 
search behavior trough interventions that strengthen self-efficacy.  
Four months after taking the WLC exam 19% of the sample (N=33) reported having 
found work or having started their own business, leaving 81% (N=141) still unem-
ployed. 19% is rather large share if compared to the average of 12,1% in all labor 
market training in Finland (työvoimapoliittinen valmentava koulutus, TEM, 2010). 
Labor market status was self-reported, and it is of course possible that, for example, 
some of the participants confused internship with employment, thus possibly inflating 
the number of employed. In general, 10% of the participants in labor market training 
continue to an internship (TEM, 2010). Although part of the 19% would be explained 
by confusion between work and internship, it is still a substantial number. Whether or 
not this “success” was due to participation in the WLC exam was examined in the 





The second research question was “Has the Working Life Certificate (WLC) any impact 
on the labor market success of unemployed immigrants and whether cultural habits or 
discrimination play any role in the employment process?”. This question was examined 
first from the point of view of future labor market status and then from the perspective 
of change in participants’ job search behavior frequency. Similar to the first question, 
the effect of the WLC was analyzed separately for the amount of knowledge (measured 
as test score) and for the effect of mastery experience (passing vs. failing the exam). 
However, the results suggest that neither knowledge nor mastery experience (i.e. being 
awarded a diploma) did affect job search behavior or employment status. Hence, it can-
not be claimed that the positive result of 19% reemployment would have been due to the 
participation in the WLC exam. This result is disappointing as one of the aims of the 
WLC was to ease immigrants’ employment and labor market integration.  
Also, in the contrary to the expectations, the intensity of participants’ job search 
behavior declined between Times 1 and 3. As the success in the WLC exam was not 
related to the intensity of job search behavior, this decline could not be attributed to 
failure in the WLC exam, as it proofed to be in the case of decline in self-efficacy. In 
other studies it has been proposed, however, that the intensity of job search efforts 
varies in accordance to the phase of studies: students lower their efforts when close to 
graduation and increase it again after graduation (Wanberg et al., 2005). It might be thus 
that the decline in job search behavior was due to fact that participants were in the end 
of their courses and directed their efforts on studying for the final exams. Another 
interpretation (ibid.) is that after first set of applications people need to some time to 
sort through and await information about current leads. Then, if still without job offers, 
they will intensify their efforts again.  
The question about discrimination proved difficult to interpret. The level of perceived 
discrimination (participants’ self-reported discrimination experiences) was somewhat 
lower as compared to other studies with immigrant population in Finland (Jaakkola, 
2000) and even using the same measure (Jasinskaja-Lahti, Liebkind & Vesala, 2002)
12
. 
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When analyzed together with job search behavior to predict employment status the 
results indicated, that the fact that job search behavior does not predict future employ-
ment status, could not be explained by perceived discrimination. Hence, it is not only 
those people who experience much discrimination who fail to capitalize their job 
seeking efforts as a job. Based on the results it seems that perceived discrimination does 
not explain problems in finding employment in this study’s sample. 
In contrast, hints of subtle or structural discrimination were observed when looking at 
the differences between different demographic groups. After controlling for years lived 
in Finland, Finnish language skills, education, age, sex, and job search behavior it was 
still those who had an EU language as mother tongue who performed best in finding 
employment. Having Russian as mother tongue had also a positive effect on finding 
employment, although not as positive as EU languages. In contrast, having any other 
language (e.g. Arabic, Chinese, Kurdish, Somalian, Albanian, Thai, and Persian/Dari) 
had a very negative effect on perspectives of finding employment. The “ethnic 
hierarchy” reflected also in these results (1. Europeans, 2. Russians, 3) African and 
Asians) has been found widely also in other studies on attitudes against foreigners in 
Finland (Forsander, 2002; Jaakkola, 2005; Pitkänen & Kouki, 2002; Söderling, 2002). 
The fact that there is a similar pattern in attitudes (measured before this study) than in 
later employment process of individuals representing different ethnic groups signals that 
there is some connection between attitudes and recruitment behavior. 
The result was interpreted as suggesting discrimination because the differences between 
different language groups could not be attributed to differences in human capital 
(language skills, education) or individuals behavior (job search behavior) as these fac-
tors were controlled for. This result contradicts the results on the effect of perceived 
discrimination. It might be, however, that labor market discrimination, especially in the 
phase of recruitment, is subtle, indirect or structural. Because of this people seldom 
recognize discrimination and hence are unable to report experiences of it. The subtle 
nature of discrimination in recruitment and career advancement has been highlighted 
especially in the research on gender discrimination (Husu, 2000; 2001; Kantola, 2008), 
which adds validity to my interpretation. 
Cultural differences have often been pointed as explanation for immigrants’ 





preferences turned out to be interesting. In previous literature (Sam & Berry, 2010) it 
has been suggested that integration would be the best acculturation strategy in 
traditional immigration countries and that assimilation would be most functional in 
more homogeneous countries (as Finland). In addition, it has been argued (Berry, 
Phinney, Sam & Vedder, 2007, Navas, Rojas, Garcia, & Pumares, 2007) that separation 
in private life (e.g. family) predicts good psychological health whereas assimilation in 
the public sphere (e.g. work) is associated with good school performance and labor 
market success.  
The results obtained in this study suggest a more complex picture, at least for labor 
market integration. It seems that although the adoption (or desire to adopt) of Finnish 
work culture is important, it matters only when the immigrant holds (or wishes to hold) 
close ties with her/his family (that family may represent either Finnish or country of 
origin culture). In contrast, people who reported not pursuing (or not wishing to pursue) 
neither country of origin nor Finnish family culture were unsuccessful in the labor 
market. These people might include people who have immigrated alone without their 
families and have not yet formed a new family in Finland, or wish to live alone. Hence, 
the much disputed legislation on the right to family reunion may be of importance also 
from the part of enhancing employment. 
In previous studies (Wanberg et al., 1996, 2005) social support has been found 
important predictor of job search behavior and the importance of family culture might 
be explained by the social support provided by the family during the period of 
unemployment. People living alone lack this support network. However, social support 
was not assessed separately in this study and the interpretation would require more 
evidence from future studies. 
With regard to work and family cultures the differences between actual and desired 
behavior were compared as there is very little research on this matter. It was found that 
the above mentioned interactions were significant (although of different strength) using 
the questions regarding both actual and desired behavior. The fact that the interactions 
appeared using both scales adds validity to the results concerning the interactions. These 
results also suggest that the difference between actually performed behavior from on 





were rather similar. This contradicts the view expressed by Navas et al. (2005) that it is 
necessary to distinguish between actual and desired acculturation.  
The last research question asked whether the “process model of behavior change” can 
explain the (in-)effect of the WLC. The process model for behavior change from 
Schwarzer (2008) has previously been applied in the field of health behavior. Bandura 
(1997) has used the same concepts predominantly in the field of academic achievement 
and others (Wanberg, Watt, & Rumsey, 1996) also with unemployed people searching 
for employment. However, no studies exist, at least to my awareness, with unemployed 
immigrants. The lack of interest of the academic world in the labor market integration 
of immigrants seems bizarre as the “costs” of immigration and high percentage of 
unemployment in the immigrant population remain among the frequently discussed 
topics in public debate. 
The results of this study suggest that the process model of behavior change has some 
validity also within immigrant population and in the field of job search behavior. A very 
clear path was observed from outcome expectances to action planning and further to 
coping planning. The final link from coping planning to job search behavior was 
somewhat ambiguous in the SEM but evident in the regression analysis. Overall, 
however, the model was supported to some extent implying that positive expectances of 
the outcomes of different job search related behaviors (e.g. writing applications) lead to 
construction of more detailed action plans on when, where and how to search for a job 
and how to cope with possibly arising difficulties such as broken computer or children 
falling ill. These plans then (although less clearly) lead to increased frequency in 
reading job announcements, writing applications or creating networks. This result 
suggests that attention should be paid on constructing interventions that aim at 
transforming people’s negative outcome expectances to more positive ones. 
However, the disappointing part of the results was the missing link from job search 
behavior to future employment status in the HAPA model, meaning that the number of 
times a person has read job ads and written applications (etc.) has no common variance 
with securing employment in the future. One suggested explanation for this was that the 
index score did not differentiate between more passive (e.g. reading job ads) and active 
(sending applications or calling for jobs) behavior. The analyses were therefore run also 





item found to predict future employment status was having visited work interviews, 
which is actually not something that an individual can decide all by her/himself. The 
absence of the link might be explained also by scale’s emphasis on the frequency of 
various behaviors instead of assessing their quality. This implies that a person making 
one polished application will have lower score as compared to someone else sending 
dozens of copy-pasted applications with spelling mistakes. However, results from a 
meta-analysis by Kanfer et al. (2001) and later studies (Wanberg et al., 2005) show a 
clear effect from job search intensity to later reemployment, number of job offers and 
unemployment duration. The absence of the link between behavior and reemployment 
may also be due to the complexity of studying job search dynamically (longitudinally): 
sometimes reduced search may be a result of expecting to receive a job offer, which 
would be associated with higher reemployment, but at other times a decline in job 
search intensity may be caused by lowering expectations and thus be connected with 
lower reemployment. As suggested by Wanberg and colleagues (2005), future studies 
should examine further the dynamics of job search behavior and outcomes. 
The obvious deficiency of the HAPA model was the role of self-efficacy. Contrary to 
the expectations, confidence on one’s skills to manage in the job one is applying to 
(self-efficacy) had no connections either to the other predictors (outcome expectances, 
action and coping planning) or to job search behavior. The lack of predictive power of 
self-efficacy was surprising also from the perspective of the discussion on the relative 
importance of different factors in predicting behavior and/or its outcomes. In the meta-
analysis by Kanfer et al (2001) and in numerous studies by Bandura (1997, p. 426) self-
efficacy has been found to be stronger predictor of job search behavior than for example 
outcome expectances. The inability of self-efficacy to predict job search behavior or 
future employment status could be explained by the low reliability of the scale (see 
chapter 3.3.2), but in that case it remains unclear why the scale functioned well in the 
analyses on the effect of passing the WLC exam on the sense of self-efficacy. On the 
other hand, there are also studies (Wanberg et al., 1996) where self-efficacy has been 
found to have no effect on reemployment outcomes. 
Instead, in accordance with the results from Bandura (1997), but in contrast to a meta-
analysis by Kanfer et al. (2001), outcome expectances had a reasonably large effect on 





positive expectances regarding the consequences of various job search behaviors (e.g. if 
I write good application, I will have a bigger chance to get invited to an interview) both 
performed more of these behaviors and had a higher probability of finding employment. 
Outcome expectances was also the only significant theoretical predictor of future 
employment status, implying that possible interventions aiming at advancing 
reemployment should concentrate on changing people’s expectancies regarding the 
outcomes of job search activities in a more positive direction instead of boosting self-
efficacy or encouraging the making of action or coping plans. These results are in line 
also with the literature on goal attainment, where optimism has been associated with 
positive health outcomes (Rasmussen et al., 2006). 
In addition to outcome expectancies, also coping planning was found to be a significant 
predictor of job search behavior. From the perspective of developing effective interven-
tions to activate people to job search this means that encouraging people to create de-
tailed coping plans would be more important than creating action plans or, again, 
strengthening self-efficacy. The results of this study suggest that coping planning is an 
even stronger predictor of job search behavior than outcome expectances (or self-
efficacy), which is interesting as action and coping planning have not been even 
included in the meta-analysis of Kanfer et al. (2001), in Bandura’s studies (1994, 1997), 
or in the study by Wanberg et al. (1996). In contrast, coping planning has been included 
in the process model of behavior change by Schwarzer (2008) and in the intervention 
studies by Caplan, Vinokur and colleagues (Caplan et al., 1989; Vinokur et al., 1995; 
Vinokur et al., 2000). However, the Schwarzer model lack empirical validation in the 
field of reemployment and the JOBS-intervention did not measure change in coping 
planning although coping planning was manipulated in the intervention (for criticism of 
the study design see section 2.2.5). Action planning (also called “implementation 
intensions”) has been studied in the field of health behavior (Sniehotta et al., 2005, 
Ziegelman et al., 2007) as well as in the field of job search behavior (Zikic & Saks, 
2009), but no studies related to job search and reemployment with emphasis on coping 
planning could be located. This makes the finding of this study particularly interesting. 
Finally, to assess the WLC as an intervention it was found that it, indeed, affected par-
ticipants’ “feeling of mastering one’s environment”, or, sense of self-efficacy. As dis-





explained by the mastery experience (or lack of it) in the form of (not) receiving a 
diploma after passing the exam. Increased level of knowledge as such had no effect on 
self-efficacy or job search behavior. Furthermore, the mastery experience (or passing 
the exam) affected only self-efficacy, not action or coping planning, job search or future 
employment status. As outlined above in this chapter, to advance reemployment the 
intervention should focus on changing outcome expectances. To activate job search, 
coping planning should be encouraged. Based on these results it is thus suggested that 
future interventions should include components that would make people’s outcome 
expectances more positive and support the making of coping plans. 
 
5.4 Theoretical impilications 
There were three different theoretical frameworks in this study: the social cognitive 
theory (SCT), theory of planned behavior (TPB) (or self-regulation theory) and accultu-
ration framework. According to the TPB, an individual’s intention (action planning in 
this study) to engage in a behavior is the main predictor of that behavior (Ajzen, 1991). 
Furthermore, intention to engage in a specific behavior (action planning) is a function 
of one’s belief that the behavior leads to certain outcomes (=outcome expectances), 
subjective norm (perceived social pressure to perform or not perform the behavior), and 
perceived behavioral control (similar to self-efficacy) (Ajzen, 1991) which hence links 
TPB with SCT (Zikic & Saks, 2009). When applied to job search, job search intentions 
(action planning) is believed to be the most immediate predictor of job search behavior, 
and job search intentions (action planning) are predicted by outcome expectances, 
subjective norm, and job search self-efficacy (Zikic & Saks, 2009). A Health Action 
Process Approach (HAPA) inspired by these theories was used in this study (Schwarzer, 
2008).  
The results of this study generally support TPB: action planning was predicted by out-
come expectances and action planning predicted job search behavior through coping 
planning. The important role of coping planning suggests that the TPB should pay more 
attention to this aspect of behavior intentions, as suggested in also in the HAPA model 





SCT was supported regarding the effect of mastery experience (passing the exam) on 
self-efficacy, as proposed by Bandura (1994, 2004), and regarding outcome expectances 
which was the strongest predictor of employment status and predicted also job search 
behavior. However, self-efficacy failed as a predictor of action and coping planning as 
well as job search behavior, which means that SCT was supported only partially. As 
discussed above in chapter 5.1, this might be due to the low reliability of the scale used 
or to the fact that professional self-efficacy (person’s confidence to her/his professional 
skills) was measured instead of job search self-efficacy (confidence in one’s skills to 
search for a job). The latter explanation seems plausible considering that in another 
study involving unemployed people (Wanberg et al., 2005), but using a different self-
efficacy measure, a small but significant effect from self-efficacy to goal setting and 
further to job search behavior was demonstrated. 
The results concerning the role of various kinds of acculturation orientations in predict-
ing future employment status suggest that, in accordance with RAEM (Navas et al., 
2005), the adoption of Finnish work culture is positively associated with finding 
employment, but only when it is combined with either heritage or Finnish family culture 
(as compared to disregarding the role of family and perhaps preferring to live alone). 
This interaction signals that the RAEM and other acculturation models should view 
different acculturation domains not as independent of each other, but as forming 
different combinations. The importance of family culture may signal also the need for 
social support. In a recent article on HAPA (Chow & Mullan, 2010) social support was 
added into the model and it proved to increase the predictive power of the model 
significantly. It is thus suggested that HAPA might profit from including social support. 
Furthermore, there were no significant differences between desired and actually adopted 
acculturation orientations which suggests that, contrary to the RAEM, assessing desired 







This study examined whether and how a new intervention tool, Working Life Certificate 
(WLC), helps unemployed immigrants to find employment and strengthen their belief 
on their vocational skills. 
The results showed that passing the WLC exam and receiving the diploma did increase 
participants’ belief in their vocational skills, but failing the exam decreased it. 
Accordingly, it was proposed that the exam should be administered only to those people 
who have realistic chance to pass it. Alternatively, the exam could be provided in more 
languages and made easier to pass. Awarding people diplomas should be preferred also 
in other types of immigrant integration training as it strengthens people’s sense of self-
efficacy. 
Moreover, it was found that the WLC did not improve participants’ labor market 
position. Hence, it cannot be claimed that having the WLC diploma to present in the 
work interview would ease immigrants’ labor market integration or that the lack of 
information on labor legislation and Finnish work culture would explain the 
unemployment problem.  
Instead, the results point to various ways of improving the WLC training, and possibly 
also immigrant integration training in general, trough social psychological concepts of 
outcome expectances and coping planning. Instead of teaching new information, more 
attention should be directed at changing people’s expectances of the outcomes of 
writing job applications or trying to create networks (or other job search behaviors) in a 
more positive direction and helping them to construct detailed plans on when, where 
and how to look for work, and how to cope with difficult situations during job search 
such as children falling ill or having other duties beside job search.  
This underscores the importance of understanding human being as less rational and 
more impulsive and socially motivated. Often people do not lack information, but 
incentive to actively look for opportunities and develop themselves. They know what 
they should do (e.g. write applications), but either cannot or do not see the point in 





This idea shifts the focus of teaching from delivering content towards creating structures 
that help self-regulation and motivate the students, which is important in the context of 
Finnish immigrant integration training. In the era of digital revolution many problems, 
including immigrant integration, are wished to be solved by producing web pages 
containing information on the problem in question and hoping that once the people will 
solve their problems independently if they just receive information on how to do it. 
However, for many social problems the more appropriate solutions might be in 
encouraging people to take small steps towards their goal, to listen to them when they 
fail and feel disappointed, and to push them to keep on going despite at the times of 
failure. The results of this study highlight the importance of studying and developing 
intervention techniques that aim at strengthening people’s self-regulation skills, sense of 
self-efficacy and altering their outcome expectances in more positive direction. In that 
development work social psychological models, including the HAPA model applied in 
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Appendix A: Contents of the study material for Working Life Certificate   
Full material in various languages is available free of charge from: 
http://www.amiedu.net/cofi/tulokset.html  
Table of contents: 
Part 1: Rules of working life 
1. General information about Finland  
2. Competence and education  
3. The labor market system  
4. Employment contracts  
5. Forms of employment  
6. Rights and obligations of employees and employers  
7. Employee insurance  
8. Taxation  
9. Health and safety at work  
 
Part 2: Finnish work culture  
10. Equality  
11. Modesty, a direct communication style, and silence  
12. Punctuality – initiative – dependability  
13. Customer relations  
14. Religion  




Appendix B: Questionnaires  
B.1 Time 1 
 
Tiedot osallistujasta 
Koulutus             
Koulutusaika                
Osallistujan henkilötiedot 
Sukunimi Etunimet (alleviivaa kutsumanimi) 
Henkilötunnus Kansalaisuus Äidinkieli 
Lähiosoite Postinumero ja –toimipaikka 
Puhelimet Sähköpostiosoite 
Työyksikkösi koko: 
alle 5 henkilöä  , 5-9 henkilöä , 10-49 henkilöä , 50-249 henkilöä , 250-499 henkilöä  
, yli 500 henkilöä   
Koulutustausta 
- perusasteen koulutus  , - keskiasteen koulutus  , - keskiasteen jälkeinen koulutus, joka ei 
ole korkea-asteen koulutusta , - korkea-asteen koulutus  
Annan luvan, että osoitetietojani voidaan käyttää Amiedun suoramarkkinointiin  
Kyllä   
Ei  
Päiväys ja allekirjoitus 




1. Oletko työssä? 
 Kyllä. Koko-aikaisessa työssä (n. 38 tuntia/vko)  vastaako työ koulutustasi?  
 Kyllä    Ei 
 Kyllä. Osa-aikaisessa työssä (esim. keikkatyö)   vastaako työ koulutustasi?  
 Kyllä    Ei 
 Ei.  
 
2. Etsitkö (parempaa/uutta) työtä? 
 Kyllä. Haluaisin aloittaa työn nyt (0-1kk). 
 Kyllä. Haluaisin aloittaa työn alle kolmen (3) kuukauden päästä (1-3kk). 
 Kyllä. Haluaisin aloittaa työn yli kolmen (3) kuukauden päästä (3-12kk). 
 Ei. (en etsi työtä) 
 
3. Suomen kielen taito: 
        
4. Minä vuonna olet tullut Suomeen?  Vuonna ________ .  
5. Kuinka monta ihmistä kuuluu talouteesi/perheeseesi (jotka asuvat samassa asunnossa)? 
_____ ihmistä. 
6. Mitkä ovat kaikkien perheenjäsenten yhteenlasketut nettotulot kuukaudessa (sisältää 
myös työmarkkinatuen, asumistuen, lapsilisän, yms.)  
Tulomme ovat   ___________€/kuukaudessa.    En halua vastata. 



























a.) Kuinka paljon tällä hetkellä/nyt säilytät/ylläpidät 
tapoja, jotka opit kotimaassasi seuraavilla 
elämänalueilla? 
- Työ (mitä ammatteja on, miten työtä 
tehdään, esim. mitä työkaluja käytetään, miten 
noudatetaan aikatauluja, pomon ja työntekijän 
välinen suhde) 
- Perhe (miehen ja vaimon välinen suhde, 
vanhempien suhde tyttäriin ja poikiin, ja 


























b.) Kuinka paljon tällä hetkellä/nyt olet 
omaksunut/ottanut käyttöön suomalaisia tapoja 
liittyen seuraaviin elämänalueisiin? 
- Työ (mitä ammatteja on, miten työtä 
tehdään, esim. mitä työkaluja käytetään, miten 
noudatetaan aikatauluja, pomon ja työntekijän 
välinen suhde) 
- Perhe (miehen ja vaimon välinen suhde, 
vanhempien suhde tyttäriin ja poikiin, ja 


























c.) Kuinka paljon haluaisit säilyttää/ylläpitää tapoja, 
jotka opit kotimaassasi seuraavilla elämänalueilla? 
- Työ (mitä ammatteja on, miten työtä 
tehdään, esim. mitä työkaluja käytetään, miten 
noudatetaan aikatauluja, pomon ja työntekijän 
välinen suhde) 
- Perhe (miehen ja vaimon välinen suhde, 




























tyttöjen ja poikien kasvattaminen) 
d.) Kuinka paljon haluaisit omaksua suomalaisia 
tapoja liittyen seuraavilla elämänalueilla? 
- Työ (mitä ammatteja on, miten työtä 
tehdään, esim. mitä työkaluja käytetään, miten 
noudatetaan aikatauluja, pomon ja työntekijän 
välinen suhde) 
- Perhe (miehen ja vaimon välinen suhde, 
vanhempien suhde tyttäriin ja poikiin, ja 





























7. Kuinka varma olet että pystyt tekemään 




















Olen varma, että pystyn opiskelemaan koealueen 
ennen koetta.  
 1  2  3  4  5 
Olen varma, että pystyn opiskelemaan myös silloin, 
kun minulla on muuta mielenkiintoisempaa 
tekemistä.  
 1  2  3  4  5 
Olen varma, että pystyn keskittymään opiskeluun. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
Olen varma, että pystyn tekemään muistiinpanoja. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
Olen varma, että pystyn etsimään lisää tietoa 
kirjastosta tai Internetistä, jos tarvitsen. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
Olen varma, että pystyn suunnittelemaan opiskelu-
aikatauluni. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
Olen varma, että pystyn opiskelemaan opiskelu-
aikatauluni mukaan. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
Olen varma, että pystyn muistamaan kaiken mitä 
olen opiskellut. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
Olen varma, että pystyn järjestämään itselleni 
rauhallisen paikan, jossa voin opiskella. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
Olen varma, että pystyn motivoimaan itseni 
lukemaan opiskelumateriaalin. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
Olen varma, että pystyn muistamaan kaiken mitä 
olen opiskellut. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
 
     
8. Kuinka varma olet siitä että pääset läpi työelämä-sertifikaatti-kokeesta? 
  Hyvin epävarma (0%) 
 2 Epävarma (25%) 
 3 Suhteellisen varma (50%) 
 4 Hyvin varma (75%) 
 5 Täysin varma (100%) 
  
 
8. Ajattele omia taitojasi siinä työssä mitä haet. 
Kuinka varma olet siitä, että pystyt tekemään hyvin 



















1. Uskon, että osaan tehdä tarvittavat 
työtehtävät siinä työssä jota haen. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
2. En osaa tehdä joitakin työtehtäviä siinä 
työssä jota haen. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
3. Jos työsuoritukseni on huono, se johtuu 
ammattitaitoni puutteesta. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
4. En usko että suoriudun työtehtävistäni siinä 
työssä jota haen. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
5. Minulla on kaikki ne taidot, joita tarvitaan 
työtehtävieni erinomaiseen suorittamiseen 
siinä työssä jota haen. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
6. Monet alan työntekijät osaavat tehdä työn 
paremmin kuin minä. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
7. Olen yleensä erittäin hyvä työssäni. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
8. Tulevaisuuteni työssä jota haen näyttää 
huonolta, sen takia että minulta puuttuu 
siihen tarvittavat taidot. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
9. Olen ylpeä työtaidoistani ja -kyvyistäni. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
10. En pidä siitä, että muut katsovat kun teen 
työtä. 
























Uskon, että minä löydän työtä tulevaisuudessa. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
En usko, että minä löydän työtä lähitulevaisuudessa. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
En usko, että saan enää työtä, koska minut on jätetty 
valitsematta työhaastattelun jälkeen niin monta 
kertaa. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
Jos maahanmuuttajat opettelevat hyvin Suomen 
kielen, heillä on yhtä hyvä mahdollisuus saada 
työpaikka kuin syntyperäisillä suomalaisillakin. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
Maahanmuuttajien menestyminen suomalaisessa 
työelämässä riippuu maahanmuuttajasta itsestään. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
Jos haen tarpeeksi montaa työpaikkaa, saan hyvän 
työn. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
Jos teen hyvän ansioluetteloni ja työhakemuksen, 
pääsen helpommin haastatteluun 
 1  2  3  4  5 
Jos opin enemmän suomen kieltä, saan helpommin 
paremman työn. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
Jos opiskelen (ammattia) lisää, saan helpommin 
paremman työn. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
Minun ei kannata hakea työtä, sen takia että minua 
ei valita kuitenkaan. 
























Koska minä haluan kehittää itseäni ja taitojani 
uudessa työssä. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
Koska minä tarvitsen rahaa.  1  2  3  4  5 
Koska minä olen muuten huono ihminen.  1  2  3  4  5 
Koska minulle on tärkeää saada työskennellä 
työssä johon haen. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
Koska se on minun velvollisuuteni sen takia 
että olen työtön työnhakijana.  
 1  2  3  4  5 
Koska minä pidän työnhausta ja uusien 
mahdollisuuksien etsimisestä. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
Koska minä menetän muuten toimeentulo-
/kotoutumistuen (joudun karenssiin). 





11. Jos olet opiskelemassa 
työelämäsertifikaatti-kokeeseen, niin tiedätkö 






















…mihin aikaan ja minä päivinä opiskelen.  1  2  3  4  5 
…missä opiskelen (missä paikassa).  1  2  3  4  5 
…miten opiskelen (opiskelutapa, esim. teetkö 
muistiinpanoja, kirjoitatko lyhennelmiä, miten 
kertaat, luetko kaiken kerralla vai lyhyissä 
pätkissä, jne.).  
 1  2  3  4  5 






12. Oletko ajatellut mahdollisia esteitä tai 
ongelmia joita voi ilmetä aloitettuasi 
opiskelun?  




















…keneltä kysyä apua jos jokin osa opiskelu-
materiaalista tuntuu vaikealta. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
…miten ehdin opiskella opiskelu-materiaalin 
myös siinä tapauksessa että sairastun (tai 
kohtaan muun ongelman) enkä voi opiskella 
alkuperäisen suunnitelman mukaan. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
… mitä teen jos en pysty opiskelemaan 
opiskelu-suunnitelmani mukaan. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
...mitä teen jos en jonakin päivänä pysty 
opiskelemaan kaikkea mitä suunnittelin. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
...miten voin myös hankalissa tilanteissa 
toteuttaa opiskelu-suunnitelmani (esim. kun 
lapsi on sairas, sukulaiset vierailevat kotonani, 
on paljon muita töitä, tietokone ei toimi). 
 1  2  3  4  5 
...miten voin hyödyntää hyvät tilaisuudet 
opiskelun kannalta (esim. vapaa ilta). 
 1  2  3  4  5 
...milloin minun täytyy olla erityisen 
tarkkaavainen, jotta opiskelu -suunnitelmani 
ei epäonnistu. 













1. …etsinyt työpaikkailmoituksia sanomalehdestä, Internetistä, 
tai muusta paikasta? 
 
2. …käynyt työvoimatoimistossa?  
3. …kysynyt vinkkejä työpaikoista ystäviltä tai 
perheenjäseniltä? 
 
4. …luonut suhteita ja kysynyt vinkkejä sinulle ennestään 
tuntemattomilta ihmisiltä? 
 
5. …lähettänyt (tai täyttänyt) työhakemuksen?   
6. …soittanut, kirjoittanut, tai käynyt tapaamassa mahdollisia 
työnantajia? 
 
7. …käynyt työhaastattelussa?  
8. …hankkinut siistin vaatteet tai tehnyt muuta parantaaksesi 
itsestäsi antamaasi ensivaikutelmaa? 
 









B.2 Time 2 
 
Etunimi:    _________________________________________ 
Sukunimi:  _________________________________________ 
1. Ajattele omia taitojasi siinä työssä mitä 
haet. Kuinka varma olet siitä, että pystyt 
tekemään hyvin työsi? Valitse sopivin 



















11. Uskon, että osaan tehdä tarvittavat 
työtehtävät siinä työssä jota haen. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
12. En osaa tehdä joitakin työtehtäviä 
siinä työssä jota haen. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
13. Jos työsuoritukseni on huono, se 
johtuu ammattitaitoni puutteesta. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
14. En usko että suoriudun työtehtävistäni 
siinä työssä jota haen. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
15. Minulla on kaikki ne taidot, joita 
tarvitaan työtehtävieni erinomaiseen 
suorittamiseen siinä työssä jota haen. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
16. Monet alan työntekijät osaavat tehdä 
työn paremmin kuin minä. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
17. Olen yleensä erittäin hyvä työssäni.  1  2  3  4  5 
18. Tulevaisuuteni työssä jota haen 
näyttää huonolta, sen takia että 
minulta puuttuu siihen tarvittavat 
taidot. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
19. Olen ylpeä työtaidoistani ja -
kyvyistäni. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
20. En pidä siitä, että muut katsovat kun 
teen työtä. 





2. Jos olet hakemassa uutta työpaikkaa, niin 
tiedätkö jo tarkkaan milloin, missä ja miten 
haet työpaikkoja?  




















…mihin aikaan ja minä päivinä etsin 
työpaikkoja ja teen hakemuksia. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
…missä paikassa etsin työpaikkoja ja teen 
hakemuksia. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
…miten etsin työpaikkoja (esim. etsinkö 
Internetistä vai lehdistä).  
 1  2  3  4  5 
…kuinka montaa työpaikkaa haen ja mistä 
yrityksistä. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
…minkälaisia hakemuksia teen (esim. 
vastaanko ilmoituksiin vai lähetänkö avoimia 
hakemuksia, sähköpostitse vai kirjeitse). 







3. Oletko ajatellut mahdollisia esteitä tai 
ongelmia joita voi ilmetä aloitettuasi työn 
etsimisen?  
Olen tehnyt yksityiskohtaisen/tarkka/selvä 



















…keneltä kysyä apua jos tarvitsen apua 
työhakemuksen tai ansioluettelon/CV’n 
kirjoittamisessa. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
…miten ehdin hakea töitä myös silloin, kun 
tapahtuu jotain yllättävää (esim. lapsi 
sairastuu, sukulainen tulee kylään) 
 1  2  3  4  5 
… mitä teen jos en ehdi hakea työtä 
työnhaku-suunnitelmani mukaan. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
...mitä teen jos minua ei kutsuta haastatteluun 
vaikka olen lähettänyt jo monta hakemusta. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
...miten voin myös hankalissa olosuhteissa 
toteuttaa työnhaku-suunnitelmaani (esim. kun 
lapsi on sairas, kotonani käy vieraita, joudun 
muuttamaan) 
 1  2  3  4  5 
...miten voin hyödyntää hyvät tilaisuudet 
työnhaun kannalta (esim. mitä teen, jos tapaan 
henkilön, joka työskentelee toive-
ammatissani). 
 1  2  3  4  5 
...missä tilanteissa minun täytyy olla erityisen 
tarkkaavainen, että työnhaku-suunnitelmani ei 
epäonnistu. 





4. Kuinka monta tuntia käytit itsenäiseen opiskeluun työelämä-sertifikaatti-koetta varten?  
Opiskelin ___  tuntia. 
 
5. Mikä seuraavista kuvaa parhaiten valmistautumistasi kokeeseen (valitse yksi): 
  Opiskelin itsenäisesti 
  Osallistuin opetukseen (luokkahuoneessa).  Kuinka monta tuntia?  ____tuntia. 
 Opiskelin sekä itsenäisesti että osallistuin opetukseen.                                              
(  Kuinka monta tuntia opetusta? ____tuntia) 
  
6. Mikä seuraavista opiskelutavoista kuvaa parhaiten valmistautumistasi kokeeseen (valitse 
yksi): 
  Opiskelin suurimman osan materiaalia vasta 2 päivää ennen koetta 
  Opiskelin enimmäkseen 2 päivää ennen koetta, mutta myös vähän kahden 
edeltävän viikon aikana. 
  Opiskelin lähinnä kahden edeltävän viikon aikana, ja kertasin lyhyesti 
muutama päivä ennen koetta 
  Opiskelin melkein joka päivä koko kahden viikon ajan 





7. Kuinka monta kertaa olet viimeisen kahden (2) viikon aikana: Kertaa (kirjoita 
numero): 
10. …etsinyt työpaikkailmoituksia sanomalehdestä, Internetistä, tai 
muusta paikasta? 
 
11. …käynyt työvoimatoimistossa?  
12. …kysynyt vinkkejä/neuvoja/apua työpaikoista ystäviltä tai 
perheenjäseniltä? 
 
13. …luonut suhteita ja kysynyt vinkkejä sinulle ennestään 
tuntemattomilta ihmisiltä? 
 
14. …lähettänyt (tai täyttänyt) työhakemuksen?   
15. …soittanut, kirjoittanut, tai käynyt tapaamassa mahdollisia 
työnantajia? 
 
16. …käynyt työhaastattelussa?  
17. …hankkinut siistin vaatteet tai tehnyt muuta parantaaksesi 
itsestäsi antamaasi ensivaikutelmaa? 
 




















1. …etsinyt työpaikkailmoituksia sanomalehdestä, Internetistä, tai 
muusta paikasta? 
 
2. …käynyt työvoimatoimistossa?  
3. …kysynyt vinkkejä työpaikoista ystäviltä tai perheenjäseniltä?  
4. …luonut suhteita ja kysynyt vinkkejä sinulle ennestään 
tuntemattomilta ihmisiltä? 
 
5. …lähettänyt (tai täyttänyt) työhakemuksen?   
6. …soittanut, kirjoittanut, tai käynyt tapaamassa mahdollisia 
työnantajia? 
 
7. …käynyt työhaastattelussa?  
8. …hankkinut siistin vaatteet tai tehnyt muuta parantaaksesi 
itsestäsi antamaasi ensivaikutelmaa? 
 









2.a) Oletko nyt työssä (kokoaikaisesti, n. 38 tuntia/viikko)?       Kyllä        Ei 
2.b) Oletko nyt työssä (osa-aikaisesti, keikkatyö)?        Kyllä        Ei 
 
2.c) Vastaako työ koulutustasi? (= teetkö sitä työtä mihin sinulla on koulutus?) 
  Kyllä        Ei  En ole työssä. 
 
2.d) Jos olit työssä 3 kuukautta sitten, ja olet nyt uudessa työssä, onko sinun uusi työ 
parempi kuin vanha työ?       Kyllä       Ei  En ollut työssä 3kk sitten. 
  En ole nyt työssä. 
2. f) Milloin löysit uuden työpaikan?  Kirjoita tähän päivämäärä: ____ .____. 20__.   
(  En ole työssä.) 
2.g) Jos et ole työssä, ja jos et enää etsi työpaikkaa, niin mikä on syy: 
 Jatkan opiskelua 
 Olen äitiyslomalla 
 Muu syy. Mikä? _________________________________________ 
( Olen jo työssä tai etsin työtä.) 
3. Onko sinulle käynyt koskaan Suomessa niin, että et ole saanut hakemaasi työpaikkaa sen 
takia, että olet ulkomaalainen, vaikka sinulla oli tarvittava työkokemus ja koulutus? 
        En ole hakenut työtä Suomessa asuessani  ( siirry kysymykseen 9, sivu 4) 
        Ei koskaan 
        Kyllä, yhteensä 1 - 2 kertaa 
        Kyllä, yhteensä 3 - 4 kertaa 




4. Onko sinulle käynyt koskaan Suomessa niin, että et ole saanut ylennystä tai 
palkankorotusta työssäsi, sen takia, että olet ulkomaalainen?  (Jos et ole ollut työssä 
Suomessa, siirry kysymykseen 9.) 
        Ei koskaan 
        Kyllä, yhteensä 1 - 2 kertaa 
        Kyllä, yhteensä 3 - 4 kertaa 
        Kyllä, yhteensä 5 tai useampia kertoja 
 
5. Onko sinut koskaan irtisanottu/erotettu työstäsi Suomessa sen takia, että olet 
ulkomaalainen? 
        Ei koskaan 
        Kyllä, yhteensä 1 - 2 kertaa 
        Kyllä, yhteensä 3 - 4 kertaa 
        Kyllä, yhteensä 5 tai useampia kertoja 
 
6. Onko sinua loukattu tai muulla tavalla kiusattu työpaikallasi Suomessa sen takia, että 
olet ulkomaalainen? 
        Ei koskaan 
        Kyllä, yhteensä 1 - 2 kertaa 
        Kyllä, yhteensä 3 - 4 kertaa 
        Kyllä, yhteensä 5 tai useampia kertoja 
 
7.  Kuka on loukannut tai kiusannut sinua työpaikallasi? (Merkitse rasti kaikkiin sopiviin 
kohtiin) 
 
       Esimies/ esimiehet 
       Työtoveri/ työtoverit 
       Asiakas/ asiakkaat 
       Muut 
(       Ei kukaan) 
  
 
8. Jos pääsit läpi sertifikaatti-kokeesta ja sait 
sertifikaatin, vastaa myös seuraaviin 




















a) Sertifikaatin suorittaminen auttoi minua 
työnhaussa. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
b) Kirjoitin työhakemukseeni tai CV’seeni, 
että olen suorittanut työelämä-sertifikaatin. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
c) Kerroin haastattelussa, että olen suorittanut 
työelämä-sertifikaatin. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
d) Uskon, että työelämä-sertifikaatti vaikutti 
työnantajan päätöksen palkata minut. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
e) Työnantaja kysyi onko minulla 
työelämäsertifikaattia. 
 1  2  3  4  5 
f) Työelämä-sertifikaatin suorittaminen auttoi 
minua pitämään huolta omista oikeuksistani 











g) Uuteen työhön perehtyminen 
(=tutustuminen, oppiminen) oli helpompaa, 












h) Työelämä-sertifikaatin suorittaminen auttoi 
minua ymmärtämään paremmin suomalaista 
työelämää. 




9. Mikä asia työelämäsertifikaatissa oli hyödyllisin (=mistä oli eniten apua)? Missä 
tilanteessa siitä oli apua/hyötyä? You can also write in english, en español, auf Deutch, på 














11. Kirjoita vapaasti kokemuksistasi liittyen työelämä-sertifikaatin suorittamiseen. Oliko 
suorittaminen vaikeaa? Oliko sertifikaatista hyötyä/apua? Miten olet käyttänyt sitä? 

















12. Millä kielellä teit työelämäsertifikaattikokeen? 
       Suomi 
       Englanti 
       Venäjä 
       Viro 
 
Kiitos vastauksestasi! 
Liisa Larja, VTK  




Appendix C: Results: additional tables and figures  
Table C1 
PCA solution using varimax rotation for items of self-efficacy, action planning, coping 
planning and outcome expectances scales (N=80) 
 
Component 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Coping Planning 5 Olen tehnyt yksityiskohtaisen suunnitelman 
koskien sitä miten voin myös hankalissa olosuhteissa toteuttaa 
työnhaku-suunnitelmaani. 
.84         
Coping Planning 3 Olen tehnyt yksityiskohtaisen suunnitelman 
koskien sitä mitä teen jos en ehdi hakea työtä työnhaku-
suunnitelmani mukaan. 
.83         
Coping Planning 2 Olen tehnyt yksityiskohtaisen suunnitelman 
koskien sitä miten ehdin hakea töitä myös silloin kun tapahtuu 
jotain yllättävää. 
.80         
Coping Planning 1 Olen tehnyt yksityiskohtaisen suunnitelman 
koskien sitä keneltä kysyä apua jos tarvitsen apua 
työhakemuksen tai CV’n kirjoittamisessa. 
.77         
Coping Planning 6 Olen tehnyt yksityiskohtaisen suunnitelman 
koskien sitä miten voin hyödyntää hyvät tilaisuudet työnhaun 
kannalta. 
.66         
Outcome Expectances 8 Jos opin enemmän suomen kieltä, saan 
helpommin paremman työn. 
 .77        
Outcome Expectances 7 Jos teen hyvän ansioluettelon ja 
työhakemuksen, pääsen helpommin haastatteluun. 
 75        
Outcome Expectances 5 Maahanmuuttajien menestys riippuu 
maahanmuuttajasta itsestään. 
 70        
Outcome Expectances 9 Jos opiskelen (ammattia) lisää saan 
helpommin paremman työn. 
 .67     .41   
Outcome Expectances 1 Uskon että minä löydän työtä 
tulevaisuudessa. 
 .59   .55     
Outcome Expectances 6 Jos haen tarpeeksi montaa työpaikkaa, 
saan hyvän työn. 
 .56        
Outcome Expectances 4 Jos maahanmuuttajat opettelevat hyvin 
Suomen kielen, heillä on yhtä hyvä mahdollisuus saada 
työpaikka kuin suomalaisilla. 
 .53    -.44    
Action Planning 4 Kyllä, minulla on yksityiskohtainen 
suunnitelma siitä kuinka montaa työpaikkaa haen ja mistä 
yrityksistä. 
  .84       
Action Planning 3 Kyllä, minulla on yksityiskohtainen 
suunnitelma siitä miten etsin työpaikkoja (esim. etsinkö 
Internetistä vai lehdistä). 
  .83       
Action Planning 2 Kyllä, minulla on yksityiskohtainen 
suunnitelma siitä missä paikassa etsin työpaikkoja ja teen 
hakemuksia. 
  .77       
Action Planning 1 Kyllä, minulla on yksityiskohtainen 
suunnitelma siitä mihin aikaan ja minä päivinä etsin 
työpaikkoja ja teen hakemuksia. 
  .69       
  
 
Action Planning 5 Kyllä, minulla on yksityiskohtainen 
suunnitelma siitä minkälaisia hakemuksia teen. 
  .51 .50      
Self-Efficacy 7 Olen yleensä erittäin hyvä työssäni.    .74      
Self-Efficacy 9 Olen ylpeä työtaidoistani ja –kyvyistäni.    .68      
Self-Efficacy 1 Uskon että osaan tehdä tarvittavat työtehtävät 
siinä työssä jota haen. 
   .63      
Self-Efficacy 5 Minulla on kaikki ne taidot joita tarvitaan 
työtehtävien erinomaiseen suorittamiseen siinä työssä jota 
haen. 
   .63      
Self-Efficacy 4 reversed Jos työsuoritukseni on huono, se 
johtuu ammattitaidon puutteesta. 
   .56     .49 
Coping Planning 4  Olen tehnyt yksityiskohtaisen suunnitelman 
koskien sitä mitä teen jos minua ei kutsuta haastatteluun vaikka 
olen lähettänyt jo monta hakemusta. 
   .47      
Outcome Expectances 2 reversed En usko että löydän työtä 
lähitulevaisuudessa. 
    .81     
Self-Efficacy 2 reversed En osaa tehdä jotakin työtehtäviä siinä 
työssä jota haen. 
     .80    
Self-Efficacy 6 reversed Monet alan työntekijät osaavat tehdä 
työn paremmin kuin minä. 
     .77    
Self-Efficacy 3 reversed Jos työsuoritukseni on huono, se 
johtuu ammattitaidon puutteesta. 
      .74   
Coping Planning 7  Olen tehnyt yksityiskohtaisen suunnitelman 
siitä missä tilanteissa minun täytyy olla erityisen tarkkaavainen 
että työnhaku-suunnitelmani ei epäonnistu. 
.46      -.64   
Outcome Expectances 10 reversed  Minun ei kannata hakea 
työtä sen takia että minua ei valita kuitenkaan. 
       .77  
Outcome Expectances 3 reversed En usko että saan enää työtä 
koska minut jätetty valitsematta työhaastattelun jälkeen niin 
monta kertaa. 
    .50   .51  
Self-Efficacy 8 reversed Tulevaisuuteni työssä jota haen 
näyttää huonolta sen takia että minulta puuttuu siihen 
tarvittavat taidot. 
       .46  
Self-Efficacy 10 reversed En pidä siitä että muut katsovat kun 
teen työtä. 
        .72 
Eigenvalues (after rotation) 3.68 3.53 3.26 3.00 1.99 1.99 1.72 1.68 1.61 
% of variance (after rotation) 11.49 11.03 10.18 9.38 6.22 6.21 5.36 5.25 5.04 







Values of skewness, kurtosis and results of normality test (Kolmogorov-Smirnov) for all 
variables.  
 N Skewness Kurtosis 
Kolmogorov-
Smirnov 
Helsinki vs. Finland 174 -0,98 -1,05  
Sex (woman = 1, man = 0) 172 -0,59 -1,68 ,000 
Education 168 -0,34 -1,35 ,000 




Age 174 0,43 -0,44 ,011 
Finnish skills 173 0,29 0,05 ,000 
Acculturation: country of origin / work / 
actual 
120 -0,28 -0,67 ,000 
Acculturation: country of origin / family / 
actual 
121 -0,65 -0,20 ,000 
Acculturation: Finland / work / actual 116 -0,37 -0,55 ,000 
Acculturation: Finland / family / actual 117 -0,20 -0,73 ,000 
Acculturation: country of origin / work / 
desired 
114 -0,47 -0,40 ,000 
Acculturation: country of origin / family / 
desired 
114 -0,40 -0,08 ,000 
Acculturation: Finland / work / desired 115 -0,73 0,47 ,000 
Acculturation: Finland / family / desired 115 -0,30 -0,55 ,000 
Outcome Expectances 141 -0,65 0,33 ,013 
T1 Self-Efficacy 155 -0,23 0,26 ,200
*
 
T2 Self-Efficacy 146 0,01 -0,50 ,017 




Action Planning 144 -0,50 -0,10 ,003 
Coping Planning 146 -0,60 0,66 ,003 












T3-T2 Change in job search behavior 147 -1,41 5,25  
Recruitment discrimination 124 -1,49 1,21  
T3 Employed (1=employed; 
0=unemployed) 
174 1,60 0,56 ,000 
     
* = This is a lower bound of the true significance. 





Table C3  




Direct effects in the model of job search behavior change with direct paths from T1 to T3 
and variable pass/fail WLC 
   B S.E. β p 
Coping Planning ← Outcome Expectances .21 .11 .16 .056 
Action Planning ← Outcome Expectances .43 .11 .30 .000 
Action Planning ← T1 Self-Efficacy .15 .13 .09 .239 
Coping Planning ← T1 Self-Efficacy .17 .12 .11 .178 
Action Planning ← T2_PassFail .23 .13 .14 .079 
Coping Planning ← T2_PassFail .15 .13 .10 .241 
T2 Self-Efficacy ← T2_PassFail .17 .07 .17 .023 
T2 Self-Efficacy ← T1 Self-Efficacy .39 .07 .41 .000 
T2 Self-Efficacy ← Outcome Expectances .04 .06 .04 .574 
Job search behavior ← Coping Planning .12 .09 .11 .191 
Job search behavior ← Action Planning -.04 .09 -.04 .697 
Job search behavior ← T2 Self-Efficacy .22 .16 .13 .169 
Job search behavior ← T1 Self-Efficacy -.04 .15 -.02 .787 
Job search behavior ← Outcome Expectances .19 .12 .13 .134 
Job search behavior ← T2_PassFail .07 .14 .04 .639 
       
   cov. SE r p 
Outcome Expectances ↔ T1 Self-Efficacy .015 .023 .055 .507 
E2 ↔ E4 .122 .047 .220 .010 
E2 ↔ E3 .038 .027 .118 .158 
E4 ↔ E3 .033 .026 .109 .192 
 
Standardized indirect effects in the model of job search behavior change with direct paths 
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Process model for job search behavior change with direct paths from T1 to T3, variable 
pass/fail WLC and T1 job search behavior 
   
B S.E. β p 
Coping Planning ← Outcome Expectances .21 .11 .16 .053 
Action Planning ← Outcome Expectances .42 .11 .30 .000 
Action Planning ← T1 Self-Efficacy .17 .13 .10 .211 
Coping Planning ← T1 Self-Efficacy .15 .13 .10 .234 
Action Planning ← Pass/Fail .18 .14 .10 .201 
Coping Planning ← Pass/Fail .17 .13 .10 .218 
T2 Self-Efficacy ← Pass/Fail .14 .08 .14 .072 
T2 Self-Efficacy ← T1 Self-Efficacy .34 .07 .42 .000 
T2 Self-Efficacy ← Outcome Expectances .05 .06 .06 .479 
T3 Job search behavior ← Coping Planning .18 .09 .16 .061 
T3 Job search behavior ← Action Planning -.09 .09 -.09 .307 
T3 Job search behavior ← T2 Self-Efficacy .14 .16 .08 .381 
T3 Job search behavior ← T1 Self-Efficacy -.08 .14 -.05 .586 
T3 Job search behavior ← Outcome Expectances .20 .12 .14 .099 
T3 Job search behavior ← Pass/Fail -.02 .14 -.01 .892 
T3 Job search behavior ← T1 Job search behavior .21 .07 .26 .002 
       
   cov. S.E. r p 
Outcome Expectances ↔ T1 Self-Efficacy .02 .026 .06 .483 
E2 ↔ E4 .14 .050 .25 .006 
E2 ↔ E3 .04 .029 .13 .126 
E4 ↔ E3 .03 .027 .10 .243 
 
 
Standardized indirect effects for process model for job search behavior change with direct 


















.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 
Coping 
Planning 
.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 
Action 
Planning 




.02 (p = 
.28) 
.04 (p = 
.26) 
.00 (p = .73) .00 .00 .00 .00 
 
